ol 


” F _ pans - k1 26 
-» Ow i, 619% Porn DS $7. 


Imprimatur, 


date. r». £Z lſham, R. P. D. Henrico, 


k 09.0. Epiſc. Lond, a, Sacris. 


ol 


” F _ pans - k1 26 
-» Ow i, 619% Porn DS $7. 


Imprimatur, 


date. r». £Z lſham, R. P. D. Henrico, 


k 09.0. Epiſc. Lond, a, Sacris. 


[1 


Soveraign Powers, 


SCRIPTURE ani REASON, 


' A more particular Reſpect to the O A-T H, 


| 
| 
| 
| 


THE 


C A'S EI 


OF THE 


ALLEGIANCE 


DUE. TO 


STATED and RESOLVED, 
_ According to 


AND THE 


Principles of the Churchof England, 


WITH 


lately enzoyned, of Allegiance to Fheir 
Preſecr MAJESTIES, 


K.IVILLIAM and Q. 9MARY. | 
By WILLIAM SHERLOCK, D. D. 


Maſter of the TEMPLE. 
The Fourth EDditton. 


LOND ©O N: 7 
Printed for {Cl. Rogers 4 at the Sun over JIE S644 
Dunſtans Church in Flet-ſftreet. 169 1. 


—— — 
——— 


————_— es, £—_ 


ES: TD ITN Epos OE ROT TH its «AE 


MER £72 >  - FOR 


REFACE 


Need not acquaint the World with the Occaſion of publiſhing 
thu Book ; which indeed x extorted from me by the rude Cla- 
.mours and unchriſtian Cenſures of ſome ,and the earneſt Importu- 
nities of others. 

My taking the Oath of Allegiance to King William and 
Queen Mary, after ſo long a Refuſal, has occaſioned a great 
deal of talk, and a great many ancharitable gueſſes about it 5 Fa- 
Him andblind Zeal always wanting either the Wit, or the good Will , 

to gueſs right. | 
One would bave thought it the moft probable ConjeFure , That & 
Man, who bad forfeited all bu Preferments by refuſmg the Oath, and 
bad for ever loſt them, had not the Government been more mild and 
gentle in delaying the Execution of the Law, afted wery honeſtly and 
ſincerely in it ; and if ſo ; That there # alſs yood Reaſon to believe , 
that if the ſame Perſon afterwards takes the Oath , he afs bo- 
neftly in that too: for what Reaſon as there to ſuſpe& , that he , 
ho would not ſwear againſt the prefent perſwaſion of his. Conſcience 
zo keep his Preferments , ſhould ſwear againſ® his Cenſcience-to get 
them again? I do not know , that I have ginen any juſt Occaſi- 
en to the World to mark me out for a Diſhoneſf Man , or a 
Fool ; I may be miſtaken , and ſo may any Body elſe , though nevex 
ſo Wiſe and honeſt: But ths I am {urs of , that 1 never «aGed 
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with more ſincerity in any Affair of my whole Life, than I bave 
done in ths Matter , from the beginning to the end 5; and whether 
I bave [ufficient Reaſon for what I do, I refer to the trial of thu 
Diſcourſe. | | | © 5 ap 

The truth s , thongh I refuſed to take the Oaths, T mever enpa- 
ged in any Fattion againſf it : I never made it my Buſineſs to 
diſſwade Men from it : When my Opinion was asked., I declared 
my own Thoughts, but I never ſought out Men to make Profelytes. 

Ihile I thought it an ill thing , I was ſecretly concerned , that 
ſome of my old intimate Friends had taken the Oath,; but yet as 
Opportunity ſerved, 1 converſed with thoſe of them , whoſe Zeal 
nad not made their Conwer|ation -ramea/ie , with the, erm Friendſhip 
and Freedom , that. I uſed to do; I believed rham to" be bontst 
Mcn, and that they jacted #ipneſth — to the pit/waſion of 
:heir own Mhnds, and wiſltd that] could have one d#--they did. 
{ complied with the Government, as far as I thought 1 could with a 
ſafe Conſcience : 1 always lived quietly and peaceably , and was rea- 
dy to have yiven Security to do ſo. I prayed for King William and 
Queen Mary by Name, according #0 the Apoſtles direttion , to pray 
for all thac are in Authority, hich they wiſibly were ; though I 
knew at the ſame time, this highly offended ſome, who refuſed the 
Oaths, and made me ſtand, in a manner, ſingly by my elf. 

I always oppoſed a. Separation, and adviſed not a few , who 
thought fit to conſult with me , to keep to the Communion of the 
Church; and not to entertain Prejudices againſt their Miniſters for 
taking the Oath : for I was ſenſible of the Evil and Miſchief of 
Schiſm, which ſome hot Men were then forward to promote, and are 
lo ftill ; witneſs a late Pamphlet in Anſwer to The Reaſoning pare 
of the fWnrealonablenels of the New Separation, which juſtifies a 
Schiſm now, upon ſuch Principles, as would have made all the Jews 
Sciſmaticks, when the High PrieFthood became Annual (thyugh our 
Saviour himſelf then communicated with the Jewiſh Church ) and 
makes the whole Greek Church Scoiſmaticks, as Often as ihe Grand 
Senor changes their Patriarch. 

For 1 did not refuſe the Oaths out of any fondnefs for the Govern» 
ment of King James, nor zeal for his Return; which , the preſent 
proſpect of affairs gives no Man,who loves the Church of England, and 
the Liberties of his Country ,any reaſon to wiſh : Nor yet out of any Awerſion 
to the Government of King William and Queen Mary: but agamſt my 
02'n Inclimations and Intereſt , cut of pure Principles of Conſcience , 
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to comply with the Obligations of my former Oaths,and that Duty which. 
Subjects owe to their Prince , which I then" apprebended irreconcileable 
with the new Oath. | 

Thus was a difpoſition of Mind prepared to* recerve ſatiufattion , 
when ever it as offered'; and to comply chearfully with the preſent 
Government \, when ever 1 could do it with a ſafe Conſcience. I 
prayed heartily ro God, that if 1 were mw a miftake , be would let 
me ſee it ; that 1 might not forfeit 5: Exerciſe of my Miniſtry , 
for a meer miffake: and I thank God, I have receroed that ſatufa- 
Gon which 1 deſired ; and if any Man can ſhew me, that the Prin- 
ciples I at on are falſe, uncertain, or precarious, and ſuch as cannos 
reaſonably ſatisfie an honeſt | and' unbiaſſed Mind , I will confeſs, that 
my deſire of ſatufattion has ſeeretly and infenfibly diſtorted my Fudg- 
ment, though 1 took all poſſible care that it ſhould not. outs 

I find, the general Cry and Expettation zs, that I ſhould give my 
Reaſons ; though why I ſhould -be more obliged to give my Reaſons for 
Swearing, than I was for not Swearing, I cannot tell. 

Some ſeem wery ' fond of this , upon a preſumption that T can ſay 
nothing, but what they car eaſily Anſwer 3 and that will ſerve to 
expoſe Me, and the Cauſe together: 1 have for once gratified theſe 
Men,” that they may have the opportunity to ſhew their 5kill. 

| Others , who are wery well ſatisfied themſelues , have yet a Cu- 
rofity to know what [atufied me , ' "who bave: been ſo long dif- 
ſatufied. ' But this was 10 juff Occaſion to write Reaſons ; foy 
if Reaſons were" never ſo plentiful with me, I can hardly think 
it worth the while 10 write a Bonk' t0 pratifie a meer Curio 
fp. | 

”Thire are others, who are #ill diſſatisfied about "the Oaths , 
and are deſirons to try, Whether" they can find that ſatufattion , 
which I have 'Jone. This , T1 conſeſs, is a good Reaſon, which 
may” in Charity oblige me; and how  bazardoas an Attempt ſo- 
ever it be ; my Duty to God, and to his Church , and to the 
Government, as well as Charity to 'my Brethren, ſeem to' re- 
quire it , when it is deſired”, and exatted from me: and I hope 
ſuch Men will conſider too, whit is their Duty, as they will 
anſwer it to Goi.,, and to their own Conſciences ; to read what 
I bawe written for their ſakes , carefully, and with an hone 
Mind ; and to juige impartially ; and whatever the Effe& be, to 
take it kary, 
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' But there us another Motive bas prevailed with me,' more than all 


the reſt: We live in an Age of great Prophaneneſs and Infidelity , 
which is ready to take all occaſions to reproach Religion, and expe/e 
it, as a Gheat and Impoſture, and to neglet} no Opportunity to 
blacken the Clergy, as men of no Faith nor Religion themſelves, though 
they make a preat noiſe about it to ſerve their own Intereſts : And 
the general compliance of the Clergy in taking this New Oath, bath 
been improved by men of this Spirit to wry ill purpoſes: And not 
only ſo, but ſome very Devout Chriſtians - have been preat!y ſcanda- 
lized and offended at it : And others, who ſhould have underſtood 
better, and checked this ill Temper, which is of ſuch dangerous Con- 
ſequence to Religion in general, have green too much conntenance to 
it, and have ſeemed too much pleaſed, to. ſce and hear all the Clergy. 
that have taken this Oath, expoſed to Contempt 5 as if, when the 
great Body of the Clergy # ridiculed and. expoſed, the Credit of Re- 
trgion could be ſupported only by ſome few men, who refuſe the 
Oath. Alany of thems indeed, to my knowledge, are very great and. 


excellent Perſons, whom I do from my beart Honour and Reverence, 


and whom I hope, and heartily pray, God wiil reſtore again to the 


Miniſtry of his Church : Tet I ſhould be wery ſorry (and ſo I am. 


fare, would they) that the Church and Religion ſhould be reduced 
fo low, as to be confined to their numbers 5 and have no firmer bot- 
tom to reſt on than their Reputation, which though it be deſerwedly: 
great, cannot bear the whole weight of the Church and Religion. 

It is time to give check to ſuch unchriſtian Cenſures, if we have- 
any regard to our common Chriſtianity : And ſince ſome. little Wri-- 
ors among them ( who are too head ſtrong to be governed by wiſer 
men). engroſs the Church and Religion to themſelves 5; and repreſent 
al who have taken the Oaths, efpectally the Clergy, as Apoſt ates, 
at leaſt from the Church of England, if not from the Chriſtian 
Faith ; it is neceſſary to convince all ſober Chriſtians, that men may 
ſwear Allegiance to King William and Queen Mary without Per- 
fury, and without renouncemg any Principles of the Church of Eng- 
land ; nay, that the Doctrine of the Church of England requires us 
to do ſo: Aud I hope, if this appear , their Zeal for the Church 
of England, if no other Conſideration cay prevail with them, will 
ovl;ge them alſo ta do it. 

But ut ſeers, it will not ſerve my turn to offer ſuch Reaſons, as 
will juſtifie my compliance now , unleſs I can gize a gooa Reaſon, 
why I did nos take the Oaths befire; that 1s, 1 muſt give juch 
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Reaſons, as will equally prove, that no man ought to have taken © 
the Oaths before, and that they ought to take them now. 

Theſe are very hard Tack-Maſters, and no doubt, have wery kind 
Deſigns in it, to draw me in to provoke the Government by a need: 
left juſt ification of my ſelf, as to what is paſt ; which can ſerve no 
other end, but a little Vain-glory, that I would not be thought cas 
pable of a miſtake ; and left the Non-ſwearers ſhould not be Match 
enough for me, I muſt Proclaim War, and bid open Defiance to all 
that bave taken this Oath ; and. prove, that they ought not to have 
{worn before I did, but were obliged to do it the wery next minute. 

But what now, if nothing of all this be neceſſary? What if I was 
not {o'well ſatisfied about this matter before, 4s I am now? Is any 
man” forbidden to grow wiſer, and upen a careful and thoroug b-exa- 
mination of things, to alter bis mind, 2when he ſees good reaſon for it * 
I. am not aſhamed to own, that I am ſtill a Learner ; and hope, I ſhall. 
be ſo, as long as I live, and improve my Knowledge every day by 
Study and Converſation. | 

So that without producing the Reaſons of my diſſatisfa&ion beftre, 
or being obliged to anſwer them, having never made them Publick, I 
think ut very fair to give a: (atisfatfory Reaſon new, for my taking of 
this Oath ; hoping, that what hath ſatisfied me, may have the ſame 
effec upon ſome others, that will have ;he patience-impartially to conſider 


#. . 

I had indeed ſome of theſe Thoughts. long fmce, which T drew up 
in Writing, and ſhewed to ſome of my Friends, and diſcourſed with 
others about them, and told them where I fuck: but ſtick 7 did, and: 
could find no help for it ; and there 1 had ſtuck to this day, had 1' 
not been. relieved by Biſhop Overal's Convocation-Book , which not 
only confirmed my former Netions, and ſuggeſted ſome new thoughts: 
to me, which removed theſe Difficulties, which I could not before Con- 
quer ; but alſo by the Venerable Authority of a Cownecation, gave me: 
greater freedom and liberty of thinking , which the apprebenſions of Ne-- 
welty and Singularity had cramped before. | 

Thas, Reader, I have made Thee my Confeſſor, and declared my 
whole Heart to Thee, as to this Matter ; and now judge of me, as 
Thow wouldſt be judged by God another day. . 


I muſt aud one thing more: That I have renounced no Principle 


that ever | taught, exceptins one in The Caſe of Reſiſtance, which @: 122,80. 


1s the only material Paſſage 1 know any reaſon to vetraf in that Book, 
Viz, That when St. Pavil /ajs, All power is of God, 4e means only 
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Legal Powers ; but that in an Hereditary Monarchy, where the yight 
Heir is living, Uſurped Powers are not of God, nor the Ordinance of 
God; as I proved by the Example 7 Joalh: The Reaſon and the 
Example you will find ſufficiently anſwered im the following Diſcourſe, 
and the Dofrine it ſelf rejeffed by the Conwocation 5 though 1t has 
been of late years (o prevailing a miſtake, and impoſed by ſuch great 
Authorities, that 1t is very pardonable, eſpecially when it is ſo foely 
acknowledged : Though the truth ts, I think ſtill it ts very true, as to 
the Caſe I then 94d in my Eye, viz. The Uſurpations of the Rump 
Parliament, &C. but the fault is, that it is too generally expreſſed. 

In managing this Argument upon the Principles I have laid down, 
it ts nece{/ary to reaſon upon the Suppoſition of unjuſt Uſurpations, and 
Illegal Revolutions of State 5 and it may be 1 may meet with {ome ſuch 
Readers, as may charge me for {o doing with Refleting upon the pre- 
ſent Government, which 1 am very ſure, I am far from intending to 
do. And they who underſtand what belongs to Diſputes of this Na- 
fure, know wery well that the ſhorteſt way to bring the matter to an 
s/ſue, 15 to put the Caſe at the worſt that can be ſuppoſed ; becauſe 
this gives ſo much the greater force and advantage to the Argument, 
when it is ſuited to thoſe, ho are moſt ſtrongly prejudiced againſt the 
Legality of the late Revolutiop : For ſuppoſing, but not granting, them 
to be in the right in this matter, 1 doubt not to make it appear, that 
it is for all that their Duty to ſwear Allegiance to the preſent Govern- 
ment, woen required ſo to do: And this being clearly proved, it be- 
comes altogether needleſs to debate the Legality of the Iate Revolution. 
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$.EC-T...1. 
' The Caſe plainly and briefly lated. 


T H A. T which has perplexed this Controverſie, is the 


intermixing the Difpute of Right with the Duty of 

Obedience, or making the Legal Right of Princes to their- 

Thrones the only Reaſon. and Foundation of the Alle- 

giance of Subjects: That Allegiance is due only to Right, notto 

Government, though it can be paid only to Government. Many 
of thoſe who have writ in defence. of the New Oath, have ſup» 

poſed this, that a Legal Right is neceſſary ro make Allegiance 

due, and therefore have endeavoured to juſtifie the Legal Right 

of Their preſent Majeſties : This as I have ſhewn it to be unne- 

ceſſary; ſo it ſeems to me to be unfit to diſpuce the Right of 

Princes ; a thing which no Government can permit to be a Que- 
{tion among their Subjects : And how well ſoever ſuch Diſpures 
B may 


The Cafe of the Allegiance 
may be intended, they are certainly needleſs in this Cauſe, and 
ſerve only to confound it, by carrying men into ſuch dark La- 
byrinaths of Law and Hiſtory, 4c. as very few know how to. 
find their way out of again: And therefore I ſhall not meddle 
with this Diſpute, as being both above me, and nothing to my 
preſent purpoſe. | 

And on the other hand, thoſe alſo, who refuſe the New Oath, 
g0 wholly upon chis Principle, That Allegiance 15 due only-"te. a 
Legal Right. And take away that, and! you remove all the dif:: 
ticulties they labour ander. They think; that a rightful Prince 
only has. Right to or Alfkegiance. That though he be ditpollef- 
ſed of his Throne, if ever he had Right to it, he has Right ſtil] ; 
And therefore our Duty is ſtill owing to him, and to no other ; 
and our Oaths of Allegiance to him jt:ll bind us: and that no 
ether Prince, who aſcends the Throne wichout a Legal Right, 
has Right to our Allegiance; and that to ſwear Allegiance to 
him, while we are under the Obligation of a former Oath to 
our rightful Prince, is Perury. ; 

As tar as I know, this is the ſum of all that can be ſaid in 
this Cauſe : Allowing: theſe Principles, there $09 way to ſart(- 
fie ſuch men, but hy juſtifying the Legalicy; ob che.lars Reyolu- 
tion. Bur® thougty mariy "things ars' ſafd,” which'*may make” 
men much more modeſt in the point than ſome are; yet to 
judge truly of this requires ſuch perfect Skill in Law and Hi- 
ſtory, and the Conſtitution of the Erghſh Government, thac 
few men are capable of making ſo plain and certain a judg- 
ment of it, as to be a clear and {ate Rule of Conſcience. 

But if the Principle be falfe, there is an end of the Diſpute : 
And Subjects have a plain Rule of Duty without underſtanding 
Laws and Foliticks, the Intrigues of Government, the Revolu- 
tions of States, the Diſpntes of Princes ; which I am fure is both 
for the ſecurity of Governments and Subjects. =, 

If then Allegiance be due; not for the ſake of Legal Right, 
but Government. 

If Allegiance be due, not to bare Legal Right, but to the 
Authority of God. 2 ; 

If God, when he ſees fit, and can better ſerve the ends of 
his Providence by it , ſets up Kings without any regard to Legal 
Right, or Humane Laws. , 


If 


> due to Soveraign Powers, &c. | 3 
If Kings, thus'ſet up by Gad, are inveſted with Gods Autho- | 
Tity, which muſt be obzyed,- not only | fer wrath, but-alſo for 
conſcience fake. TE 
If theſe Principles be true, it is plain, that Subje&s are 
bound to obey, and to pay and ſwear Allegiance (if it be requi- 
| red) to thoſe Princes whom God hath placed and ſettled in the 
| Throne, whatever Diſputes there may be about their legal Right, 
T when they are inveſted with God's Authority. | 
And then it is plain, that our old *Allegiance and old Oaths 
| are at an end, when God has ſet over us a new King : for when 
9 God transfers Kingdoms, and . requires our Obedience and Alle- 
| giance to a new King, he necelilarily transfers our Allegiance 
00. ; 
This Scheme of Government may fiartle ſome men at firſt, 
| before they have well conſidered ic. But every One at firſt 
| ſight muſt acknowledge , that it is fo much for the eaſe and 
i ſafety of Subjedts in all Revolutions ( which very frequently 
| happen) what the generality of Mankind , from an inward 
principle of Self preſervation , have always done, and will al- 
+ ways do, that they have reaſon to wiſh it to be true , and to be 
glad to fee it well proved. | | 
And this I ſhall endeavour to do from the Authority of 
Scripture and Reaſon ; and that I may not appear to be fin- 
gular in it , and to advance Paradoxes, I ſhall prove it like- 
wiſe from the Doctrine and Principles of the Church of Eng- 
land. 
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S FECT 


The Doftrine of the Church of England in this Point, as cit 
is taught in Biſhop Overal's Convocation Book, | 


Shall bzgin with the Doctrine of the Church of England, not 

that I equal, much leſs prefer ir, before the- Scripture; but 
becauſe ſome, who refuſe che Oath, lay great ſtreſs on ic , md 
upon this ſcore charge their Brethren with no leſs chen Apoſtaſie 
from the Church ; and poſlibly when ſuch a venerable Authority 
ſtands-in the Front, it will prepare a kinder Reception for the 
Reaſons, which follow. | 


B 2 | The 


The Caſe of the Allegiance 

The Church of England has been very careful to inſtruct Her 
Children in their Dury to Princes; to obey their Laws, and ſub- 
mit to their Power, and not to reſiſt, chough very injuriouſly op- 
preſſed ; and thoſe, who renounce thele Principles, renounce the 
Doarine of the Church of Eng/and : But ſhe has wichal taughr, 
That all Soveraign Princes receive their Power and Authority 
from God ; and therefore every Prince , who is fetled in the 
Throne,is to be obeyed and reverenced as God*s Miniſter,and not 
to b2 reſiſted ; which directs us what to do in all Revolutions of 


Government, when once they-come to a Settlement ; and thoſe 
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who refuſe to pay and ſwear Allegiance to ſuch Princes, whom 
God has placed in the Throne', whatever their legal right +be, 
do as much reje& the Doctriue of the Church of England,as thoſe 
who teach the Refiſtance of Princes. 

For the proof of which, I appeal to Biſhop Overal's Convoca- 
tion Book, which contains the Acts and Canons of the Convoca- 
tion begun in the firſt Year of King James. 1603. and continu- 
ed by Adjournments and Prorogations to 1610. under Archbiſhop 
Bancroft, a wile and learned man. | 

In Chapt. 28. the Convocation having given an Account of the 
various and irregular Revolutions of - Government, brought a- 
bout by the Providence of God, © who for the ſins of any Nati- 
* on or Country, altereth their Governments and Governours , 
© transferreth, ſetrethup, and beſtoweth Kingdoms, as it ſeemeth 
© beſt to his heavenly wiſdom, they add theſe remarkable words ; 
And when having attained their ungodly deſires ( whether ambitions 
Kings, by bringing any Country into their Subje&tion; or diſleyal Sub- 
jets, by their rebellions riſmg againFt their Natural Soveraigns ) they 
bave eftabliſhed any of the ſame degenerate Forms of Government a- 
mong their People 5 the Authority either ſo unjuſtly gotten , or wrung 
by force from the true and lawful Poſſeſſor , being always Gdd's Au- 
thority (and therefore recerumg no Impeachment by the wickednefs of 
thoſe that have it) # ever ( when any ſuch Alterations are throug h- 
ly ſettled) to be reverenced and obeyed , and the People of all ſorts, 
(as well of the Clergy, as of the Laity) are to be ſubjeft unto it, not 
only for wrath, but alſo for conſcience ſake. - 

In Can. 28. where this Dodrine is decreed, they take care to 
condemn all thoſe wicked means whereby ſuch Changes of Go- 
veraments are made, and yet to affert , That whenever ſuch 
Changes are made, the Authority is Gods, and mult be obeyed. 


* If any man therefore ſhall affirm,either that che Subjects, os 
:. they 


due to'Soveraign Powers, &c. | 

© they ſhake off the Yoke of their Obedience to their Soveraigns, 
* and ſe: up a ' Form of Government among themſelves, a 

* their own Humours, do not cherein very wickedly : or that it 
* is lawful for any bordering Kings, through Ambition and Ma- 
*© lice, to invade their Neighbours : or that the Providence and 
*© Goodnels of God,in uſing of Rebellions and Opprefſions againſt 
*any King or Country, doth mitigate or qualifie the Offences of 
* any ſuch,Rebels or opprefling Kings : or that when any ſuch 
* new Foffns of Government, begun by Rebellian, and after 
* throughly ſertled,the Authority in them is not of God : or that 
* any, who live within the Terricories of ſuch new Governments, 
* arenot bound to be ſubje&t ro God's Authority, which is chere 
© executed, but may rebel againſt theſame : or that the Fews in 
* Egypt or Babylon might lawfully, for any Cauſe, have taken 
* Arms againft any of thoſe Kings, or have offered any violence to 
** their Perſons, he doth greatly err. | 


Men may diſpute any ching, but 1 know not how it was poſ- : 


ſible for the Convocation to expreſs their ſenl(s. plainer , that all 

uſurped Powers, 'when throughly fetcled ,, have God's Au- 
thority, and muſt be obeyed: So that here are the 'Two 
great Points determined, whereon this whole Controverſie 


.tUrns. ; 


1. That thoſe Princes,who have no legal right co their Thrones, 
may yet have God's Authority. 

2. That when they are throughly ſertled in their Thrones, 
they are inveſted with God's Auchoricy , and qguſt be reveren- 
ced and obeyed by all, who live wichin their Territories and 
Dominions, as well Prieſts , as People: If thele Propoſitions be 


true, it is a plain. Reſolution of the Caſe ; that if it ſhould at any 


time happen, that the rightful Prince ſhould -be driven out of 
his Kingdom, and another Prince placed .in his Throne , and 
ſettled in the full Adminiſtration of Government, Subjects not on- 
ly may, bar mult for conſcience ſake, and out of reverence to the 
Authority of God, with which ſuch a Prince is inveſted, pay all 
the Duty and Allegiance of Subjects to him. 

As: for. che firſt, the Cafe is plain, that the Convocation 
ſpeaks of. illegal and-uſurp2d Powers, and yet afficrmsthar the Au- 
thority exerciſed. by them, is God's Authority, and therefore thoſe 
Princes, who have no legal right,may have-God's Authority : the 
words of the Canon are very plain and expreſs, and yet if any 
man deſires farther fatisfaRtion , that this was the Judgment of 
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the Convocation,” that Princes, who: have no Legal Right, may 
have God's Authority, it 1s Yery eaſte to give it. 

They teach, That tbe Lord (in; advancing Kings to their - 
Thrones) x not bound to theſe Laws, which be preſcribeth others to 
obſerve, and therefore commanded Jehu a Subject to be anointed Kin 
over lirael, of purpoſe to puniſh the ſins of Ahab andJezebel : and 
what he did by Prophets in 1/rae/, by an expreſs Nomination of 
the Perſon, he does by his Providence in other Kiggdoms, ſe 
up Kings when he ſees fir, without any regard to Right of 
Succefiion, or Legal Titles. For as they tell us elſewhere, 7h 
Lord both may, and. i able to overthrow any Kings or Emperors, not 
withſtanding any Claim, Right, Tile, or Intereſt, which they can chal 
lenge to ther Countries, Kingdoms, or Empires. 

The Aoabites and Aramites never could have a Legal Right to 
the Government of T/ael, and yet the Convocation aſſerts, That 
when [rac was in ſubjetion to them, they knew, that it was not 
lawful for them of themſelves, and by their own Authority to take 
Arms againſt the Kings, whoſe Subje&ts they were, though indeed they 
were Ty,ants. And that it had not been lawful for Ehud to have 
killed King Eglon, had he not been firſt made by God the Judge,Prince, 
and Ruler of the People. 7 

The like, we ſee, they teach of the Kings of Egypr and Babylon, 
whonever had a Legal and Natural Right to Govern Trae/; and 
the like they affirm of the Four Monarchies, which were all violent 
Ulurpations ; and the Principle they ground this on, plainly ex- 
tends to all Kgngs and Soveraign Princes : "That God, and his 
Son Jelus Chriſt, ho z5 the Univerſal Lord and Ruler over all the 
World, does remove and ſet up Kings, as will beſt ſerve the Ends 
of his wile Providence. 1 have made (ſaith be) the Earth, the Man, 
and the Beaſts that are upon the ground, and bave given it to whom it 
pleaſerh me. And again, the Prophet Daniel telleth xs, That God 
changeth the Times and the Seaſons, that he hath Power, and beareth 
Rule over the Kingdoms of Men : that he taketh away Kings, and ſer- 
zeth up Kings ; and that it was the Ged of Heaven, who gave unto 
Nebuchadneztar ſo great a Kingdom, Power, Strength, and Glory, as 
then be had, to Rule with Majefty and Honour a wery great Empire : 
in reſted whereof, alchough Kings and Princes might have been ſatisfi- 
ed with the Titles of Lieutenants, or Vicegerents on Earth, to the Son of 
God ; yet he did communicate and impart ſo much of bus Power, Au- 
thority, and Dignity unto them , as be was content to ftile them with 
hi: own Name ; 1 have ſaid ye are. Gods, and the Children of the 


mot 
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oft High. And therefore-we may obſerve, there is no Duty 
Subjedts, as fuch, owe'tothe moſt Legal and Rightfal Kings, bur 
the Convocation alleres due A Kings, whom God hath placed 
In the Throne, by what viſible means foever they obtainzdit:" a5 
to obey and ſubmit'to them, not to reſiſt them, nor reb2l againſt 
them, to pay all Cuſtoms and Taxes, 'to pray for them, nay, to 
twear Allegiance to them, - if it bz required. | 
Thus they teach' with reſpe&t to Alexander (and T think any 

Prince who gets the 'Thrans, may precend as much Right to it, 
as he).'' If any Man therefore ſhall -affirm, either that the Fews, gene- Can. 31. 
rally, both Prieſts and People, were not the Subjects of Alexander, af- 048* 57: 
ter bis Authority was ſetled amongſt them, as they had been before the 
Subjects of the Kings of Babylon and Perſia ; or that they might law- 

fully have born Arms again#t him ; or that they were not all bound to 

pray for the long Life and Proſperity, both of Alexander, and hs Em- 

pire, as they had been before to pray for the Life and Proſperity of ' the 

other ſaid Kings, and their Kingdoms, while they lived under their 
Subje&ion : or conſequently, that they might lawfally, upon any occaſi- 

on whatſoever, have offered Violence an# Deſtru#ion, either to their 
Perſons, or to their Kingdoms, &C. he doth preatly err. 

Thus' Car. 33.'they teach, That whoever afficms, That the Page 18. 
Fews were not bound, both to have paid their Tribute, and to' have 
prayed for Czlar without d:ſſimulation,” ſincerely and truly, notwith- 
fanding any pretence of Tyranny, which-they bad wilfully drawn upon 
their own heads, or of any cauſe whatſoever 3 or that ſuch as curſed 
Czlar, (their chief Governoar) did no: thereby *deſery? any corporal 
puniſhment, which js due to be inflicted upon ſach Traitors ; oy that 
che Rebellion again#t Any King, Abſolute Prince, or Civil Magiſtrate, 
for any cauſe whatſoever, ws not a ſin acteſt able in the fizb! of God, 8&c. 
he doth greatly err. | cop wa 
Chapter 34. they condemn the Phariſezs, who 2h:1 Herod upon 

occaſion cauſed hu Subjets to bind themſelves by Oath, Quiz non decef® 
furt efſent a fide & officio, refuſed to take that Oath. And in their 
> 4th Canon they teach : That if any Man'affirm, That the Phari- Page 82. 
fees in refuſing to vind their Allegiance and Faith ro Czar, by an Oath, 
did not thereby ſh: themſelves traiterouſly affefted towards him (which 
evidently is not true of all, who may refaſe ſuch Oath, *but the 
intention is only to condeinn ſuch a refuſal); or that it was net 
s ſeditions Dodtrine———To- refu'e- all Taxations impoſed by the Ro- 
mans,their lawfal Migiſtcates,and-rarber to rebel thas to pay any Tri- 
bute to them, &3. be dith greatly err. > Hes 
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In the Caſe of Faddw {wearing Allegiance to Darizs, they 
condemn thoſe, who ſay, That Jaddus the High+Prieft did amiſs in 
binding bis Allegiance to King Darius by Oath, or that he bad not ſin- 
ned, if be had refuſed (being thereunto required) to. have ſworn. And 
yet in the very next Canon, which I have already quoted, they 
teach, That both Prizfts and People (and therefore Faddus him- 
ſelf) became as much the Subjects of Alexander, as they had been 
of Darius ; and then according to this Doctrine, if Alexander had 
required an Oath of Allegiance from Faddus, (as it is probable he 
did) Faddus had ined! if he had refuſed chat Oath, chough 
accordingto all che-Circumſtances of the Story, Darius was then 
living, to whom Faddus had before {worn Allegiance. 

Bat it will be objected againſt this, that the Conwecarion takes 
notice of that Anſwer Faddas gave to Alexander, whea he ſenc to 
him from Tyre, after the Overthrow of Darius, That he ſhould aſ- 
faſt him in bis Wars, and become Tributary to the Macedonians, as 
be had been to the Perſians : He returned for bis Anſwer, That he might 
not yield to this, becauſe he hgd taken an Oath for his true Allegiance to 
Darius, which he might not lawfully violate, while Darius lived, be- 
ing by flight eſcaped, whes his Army was diſcomfited. But we may 
oblerve, that the Conwocation in their Cano upon it, takes no 
notice, that Faddus having [worn to Darizs, could not ſubmit, 
or ſwear to any other Prince, while Darius lived ; and it is plain, 
Faddus himſelf did not mean this by it, for he immediately ſub- 
mitted to Alexander, as ſoon as he came to Feruſalem, before he 
had given the laſt fatal Overthrow to Darius,when Darius in his 
flight was murdered by his own Servants. The meaning then 
ol Faddus's Anſwer to Alexander, was no more but this : That he 
having ſworn Allegiance to Darius, could not make a voluntary 
dedition of himſelf to Alexander, which was the thing deſired ; 
but when he was in Alexander's Power, (which made it a matter 
of force, not of his own choice) he made no ſcruple toſubmit to - 
Alexander, and become his Subje& and Tributary, as he former- 
| ly wasthe {worn Subject of Darius. 

This, I chink, ſufficiently proves the firſt thing, that this Cox- 
vocation taught, thar Princes, who have no Legal Righe to their 
Thrones, when they are placed there by God, are inveſted. 
with God's Authoricy, and muſt be reverenced and obzyed b 
all Subjzcts, in as full a manner, as. any other the moſt legal 
and rightful Prince can challenge. F 
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24ly, The only Enquiry then is, what the Convocation means 
by the Government's being throughly ſerled. A Prince, who is 
throughly ſerled in his Throne, tis God's Authority, and muſt 
be obeyed; but when is his Government throughly ſetled ? 

Now here it is, that men may impoſe upon themſelves, if they 
will, and if they think ic their Intereſt to do ſo; and may make 
as lictle or as much go to a through ſettlement, as they pleaſe ; 
for the Convocation has not determined the bounds of ic: they 
thought this a viſible thing , that every Subje& could ſee, when 
the Government is fo ſetled, as to make our Obedience due and 
neceflary, and therefore there was no need of defining, what 
it is to be throvghly ſetled : Whew the whole adminiſtration 
of Government, and the whole power of the Nation is in the 
hands of the Prince ; when every thing is done in his Name, 
and by. his Authority ; when the Eſtates of the Realm, and the 
great Body of the Nation has ſubmitted to him, and thoſe who 
will not ſubmit, can be cruſhed by him, when ever he pleaſes ;. 
if this be not a ſecled Government, I deſpair of ever knowing 
what it is; for there is no Government in the World ſo ſecled, 
but that by ſome unſeen Accident, or by greater Force and 
Power, it may be unſetled ; and in this ſenſe it is impoſiible ever 
to know, when a Government is ſetled ; for no Goverment is, or 
can be thus ſetled againſt all events : bat then the Governmenc 
is viſibly ſecled, when the Prince has the full and perfe& Admi- 
niſtration of all Afﬀairs relating to his Kingdom. 

But if the general ſubmiflion of the People ſettle a Govern- 
ment, I am ſure, that is eaſily enough known, when a Nation 
has ſubmitted to a Prince ; but this will not be allowed us, thac 
the ſubmiſſion of the People ſettles the Government, unleſs the 
Prince, who has the Right to Govern, ſubmit alſo ; .but I would 
gladly hear a good Reaſon for this: The ſubmiſſion of the 
Prince indeed may b2 thought neceſfary to transfer a Legal 
Right; but the ſubmiſſion of the People, of it (elf, is ſuffici- 
ent to ſettle a Government, and: when it is fetled, then it is the 
Authority of God, whatever the' Humane Right be. 

This I take to be the true ſenſe of this Convocation concern- 
ing Ob:dience to Sovereign Powers; all Sovereign Powers , 
whoſe Power and Goverment is throzgbly ſetled, muſt be obeyed, 
whatever their Legal Right be; for they have the Authority 
of God, to which our Obedience and SubjeRion is due, and 
that ſuperſedes all further __—_ This is a good A 
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The Caſe of the Allegiance 
from Authority, and as good Authority as can be urged to the 


Members of the Church of England ; for if. a Convocation Can: . 


not declare the Judgment of the Church of England, I know 
not whence we ſhall learn it. 

Bue I will not rely only upon. Authority, but I think. fo 
great an Authority, it it do not determine our judgment, ought 
at leaſt ro make us more carefully and impartially to examine 
the Reaſons of things, and to deliver us from the Tyranny 
- of Prezpoſſeflion and Prejudice ; and to that I. proceed. 


—_— _ —_— 


S. E 4 1. WE 
The Teſtimony, of Scripture and Reaſon 71 this matter. 


. "FT" Hat which we are to prove, is, That all Sovereign Princes, 

A who are letled in their Thrones, are placed there by God, 
and inveſted with his Authority, and therefore muſt be obeyed 
by all Subje&s, as the Miniſters of God, without enquiring into 


their Legal Right and Title to the Throne : The Proofs of this. 


from Scripture and Reaſon muſt neceſlariily be intermixt and 
interwoven with each'other ; and to ſet this matter in as clear 
a Light as I can, I ſhall reduce. the whole into ſome plain Pro- 
poſitions. 


Prop. 1' That all CivikPower and Authority is from God ; 
for he is the Supreme Lord of the World, and has the fole Righc 
to Govern his Creatures, and therefore no man can have any 


Authoricy but from God : this will be readily acknowledged by. 


all, who believe, that there is a God, and that he made and 
governs the World. | 


Prop, 2. That Civil Pawer and Authority. is no otherwiſe from. 


God, then as he gives this Power and Authority . to ſome par- 
ticular Perſon or Perſons, to Govern others : For Authority be- 
longs to a Perſon, and that Power and Authority,' which any. 
Perſon exerciſes, is not from God, which God never gave him: 
If he Governs without receiving his Perſonal Authority from 
God, he Governs without God's Authority. So, 

: take. 
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I take notice of this to prevent a common Evaſion, that"all 
Power is ſaid to be of God, becauſe God has inſtittited Civil Au+ 
thoricy ; not that every one, who exerciſes this Authoricy, re- 
ceives it from God. 

Burt what they mean by the Inſtitution of Civil Authority, 
] cannot cell, unleſs ic be, that God intended, that Mankind 
jthould live under Goverament : but this does -not - prove, that 
all Power and Authority is from God, unleſs thoſe, who exer- 
Ciſe this Authority, receive it from God: And it is plain, that 
St. Paul, 13 Rom. 1. by the Higher Powers, and all power, means 
thoſe, who exercile this gs 9 thar all ſuch Soveraign 
Princes are ſet up by God, and receive their Authority from 
him ; they are the Rulers, v. 3. the Miniſters of God, who bear 
the Sword, v. 4. and in St. Peter, the King as Supreme, 1- Pet. 2. 
I3. 

"ou 3- There are but three ways whereby God gives this 
Power and Authoricy to any Perſons : Either by Nature, or by 
an expreſs Nomination, or by the diſpoſals of Providence. 

By Nature: Parents have a Natural Superioricy over their 
Children, and are their Lords and Governours too: This was 
the firſt Government in the World, and is the only Natural Au- 
thority ; for in propriety ot ipeaking, there is no Natural Prince 
but a Father. But by what bounds this paternal and Patriarchal 
Authority was limited, we cannot tell ; how the extent of their 
power was ſtinted, and where new Families, and new Govern- 
ments began; and it is in vain tor us to enquire after it now. 

By a particular Nomination : God made Kings only in Fewry, 
and entailed the Kingdom of Fudab upon Dawid s Polterity : and 
after the Diviſion of the Ten Tribes from the Kingdom of Fudab, 
by expres Nomination ſet Ferobaam and Febu over the Kingdom 
of 1ſrael. | | 

But God ruled in all the other Kingdoms of the World, as well 
as in Fewry, and all. other Kings ruled by God's Authority, as 
well as the Kings of Fudab and Iſrael, who were advanced by 
his Command : For the moſt bigh ruleth in the Kingdom of men, 
and grueth it to whomſoever he will, and ſetteth up over it the baſeſt 
of men, 4 Dan. 17. It was the God of Heaven, that gave Ne- 
buchadnezzar a Kingdom, Power, and Strength, and Glory, It & 
be, that changeth times and ſeaſons, that removerh Kings, and ſetteth 
up Kings, 2 Dan. 21. 37. and the Prophecy of the four Monar- 
chies is a demonlitration of it. 
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But now God governs the reſt of the world , removeth Kings, 
and ſerteth up Kings, only by his Providence ; that is, then God 
ſets up a King, when by his Providence he advances him to the 
Throne, and puts the Soveraign Authority into his hands zthen he 
removeth a King, when by his Providence he thruſts him from his 
Throne, and takes the Government our of his hands: for. Provi- 
dence is God's Government of the world by an inviſible influence 
and power, whereby he dire&s, determines, over-rules all Events 
to the accompliſhment of his own Will and Counſels, in diſtin&ion 
from his more viſible Government by his Oracles and Prophets,or the 
expreſs ſignifications of his Wiles he in former Ages governed 7/- 
rael. 

Nor does it make any difference in this Caſe to diſtinguiſh be- 
tween what God permits, and what he does ; for this diſtia&tion 
does not relate tothe Events of things, but to the wickednels of 
men which is the only reaſon for this diſtin&ion ; for the Scrip- 
ture never ſpeaks of God*s bare permifiion of any Events, but makes 
him the Author of all the good or evil which happens either co 
private perſons, or publick Societies. 'The Events of all things are 
in his hands, and are ordered and diſpoſed by. his Will and Coun- 
ſel, as they muſt be if God governs the world: but God cannot be 
the Author of any wickedneſs,cannot inſpire men wich any wick- 
ed counſels or deſigns, nor incline their wills to the commiſſion of 
ic, and therefore chis we {ay God only permits ; but when it comes 
ro ation, he over-rules their wicked deſigns to accompliſh his 
own Counſels and Decrees; and either dilappoints what they in- 
tended, or gives ſucceſs.to them, when he can ſerve the ends of 
his Providence by their wickednefs : and herein conſiſts the un- 
fearchable wiſdom of Providence, that God brings about his own 
Counlels by the free Miniſtries of men: He permits men to do 
wickedly,but all Events, which are for the good or evil of private 
men, or publick Societies, are ordered by him, as the Prophet de- 
clares, Amos 3.6. Shall there be evil in a City, and the Lord bath not 
done it. 

And yet if there were any ſuch diſtinion as this, that ſome E- 
vents God only permits, and fome he orders and appoints , we 
ought in reaſon to aſcribe the advancement of Kings to God's de- 
cree and counſel, becauſe ir is the principal a& of Providence , 
which has ſo great an influence upon the government of the 
world ; and if he decree and order any Events, certainly he pe- 
culiarly orders ſuch Events as will do moſt good or moſt hurt to 

the 
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the world. He muſt with his own hand immediately dire& the 
morions of the great wheels of Providence z and not permit them 
to move as they pleaſe themſelves. Eſpecially when we remem- 
ber, that Kings are God's Miniſters and Lieutenants, and are in- 
veſted with his Authority : Now to give Authority to any perſon, 
does not ſignifie to permit him to take it; and we cannot bat think 
that God will exerciſe a particular care and providence in ap- 
pointing his great Minifters. No man can have God's Authori- 
ty, but he to whom it is given ; andif the advancement to the 
Throne inveſts ſuch a Prince with God's Authority , then God 
gives him the Throne, and does .not meerly permit him to 
cake it ; for no man can take God's Authority, bur it mult be 
given. | 

Nay, ſince God makes Kings now, not by an expreſs nomi- 
nation of any pertons, but only by the Events of Providence,we 
muſt not allow, that God at any time permits men to makethem- 


ſelves Kings, whom he does not make Kings: for then we can - 


never diſtinguiſh between Kings by the permiflion and by the ap- 
pointment of God, between God's Kings,and: Kings of their own 
making ; unleſs all Kings are ſet up by 'God, and inveſted with 
his Authority, we can never know what King's have God's Au- 


thority', who thoſe are, whom we-muſt obey out of Conlci-- 


ence, and whom we muſt not obey : there is no dire&tion how 
to diſtinguiſh them, and the Events of Providence in placingchem 
in tl.e Throne, are the ſame in both. , | | 

'Now the neceſſary Conſequence of this is,that by what means 
ſoever any Prince offends the Throne, he is placed there by God, 
and receives his Authority from him.There are very different ways 
indeed, whereby this is done; ſometimes by the Ele&ionof the peo- 


Ple ; ſometimes by Conquett (which has been the viſible Original - 
of moſt Governments) and when any Family is thus advanced to - 
the Throne, it is continued by Succethion and legal Entails; bur all - 


theſe ways, or any other,that can be thought of, are governed and 
determined by the Divine Providence, and the Prince thus ad- 
vanced 15astruly placed in the Throne by God, as if he had been 
expreſly nominated,and anointed by a/Propher at God's command, 
as Saul and David were. Sometimes God: leaves a free People 
to chooſe their own King, and then he direas their choice to 
fuch a perfon as he will make King. : Somerimes_ he ſuffers an a- 
ſpiring Prince to invade and conquer a Country,but he never ſut- 
fers him to aſcend the Throne, but when he ces fit to =—— him 

ing. 
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King.Sometimes he not only places a ſingle Perſon in the Throne, 
bucentails ic on his Family by Human Laws, and makes the 
Throne a legal Inhericance; but when he ſees cauſe for ic, he in- 
terruptsthe Succeſlion,or finally transfers the Kingdom co another 
Family. - 

Prop. 4. All Kings are equally rightful with reſpe& to God: for 
thoſe are all rightful Kings, who are placed in the Throne by God, 
and it is impoHible there ſhould be a wrong King, unleſs a man 
could make himſelf King, whether God will or no. The whole 
Authority of Government is Gods,and whoever has God's Autho- 
rity is a true and rightful King;tor he has the crue and righttul Au- 

 thority of a King; and it all Kings, who are lerticd and eſtablifh- 
ed in their Thrones , are let up by God, and have his Authority, 
with reſpe& to the Auchority which they have trom God, they 
ace rightful Kings. | 

Prop.z. The diſtinction then between a King de jure,and a King 
Ze fatto, relates only to Human Laws, which bind Subj=&s,bur are 
not the neceilary Rules and Meaſures of the Divine Providence. 
In Hereditary Kingdoms, He is a rightful King, who has by Suc- 
ceflion a legal Right to the Crown; and He who has poſleflion of 
the Crown, without a legal Right, isa King de fa&oz that is, is 
a King, but not by Law: Now Subjects are fo tied up by the 
Conſtitutions of the Kingdom,that they muſt not pull down or fer 
up Kings contrary to the Laws of theLand ;bur God is not bound 
by Human Laws, bur can make whom he pleaſes King, wicthouc 
regard to legal Rights, and when he does ſo,they are true,though 
not legal Kings,if thoſe aie true Kings who have God's Authority. 

Prop.6. We can have but one Kingat a time : two rival and op- 

| poſite Princes cannot at the ſame time poileſs the ſame Throne , 
nor can Subjeas be bound to two oppoliteand contrary Allegian-_ 
ces; for no man can /erve two Maſters; and yet Allegiance is due 
to a King by the Laws of God, and co every King whole Subjects 
we are, that if we could have two Kings, we muſt have two Al- 
legiances. penr's 

Prop. 7. He is our King who is ſettled in the Throne in the 
actual Adminiſtration of Soveraign Power : for King is the Name 
of Power and Authority, not of meer Right. He, who has a le- 
gal Right to the Crown, but hasit not, ought by the Lawsof the 
Land tobe King, but is not : but he,who is actually ſettled inthe 
Adminiſtration of the Regal Power, is King, and has God's Au- 

thority, though he have not a legal Right. 
t 
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due to Soveraign Powers, &c. 
But the ObjeQion againſt this is, That it is Hobbiſmr, that Do- 
minion is naturally annexed to Power ; but thoſe who fay this, 
do not underſtand Mr. Hobbs, or me : for He'makes Power, and 


nothing Elſe, to give Right ro Dominion; 'and therefore aſſerrs, 


That God himſelf is the Natural Lord and Governour of the 
World, not becauſe he made it ; but becauſe he is Omnipotent ; 
bat I ſay, That Government is founded in Right, and that God 
is the Natural Lord of the World, becauſe he made it; and that 


no Creature has any Right to Govern the World, or any part of it, 


but as he receives Authotity from God : and thereforeſince Power 
will Govern,God fo orders it by his Providence,as never to incruſt 


| Soveraign Power in any Mans hands, to whom he does not give 


the Soveraign Authority : that Power does 'not give Right 
and Authority to Govern, but is a certain ſign to us, that 
where God has placed and ſettled the Power, he has given the 
Authority. | 

Prop. 8. Allegiance is due only to the King : for Allegiance fi- 
gnifies all that Duty, which Subjeas owe to their King,and there- 
fore can be due to none but the King. | 

If then he who has the Legal Right may not be our King, and 
he who has not, may ; when any ſuch Caſe' happens, we mutt 
pay our Allegiance to him who is King, though withour a Legal 
Right ; not to him who is not our King, though it 15 his Right to 
beſo: And the reaſon is very plain, becauſe Allegiance isdue on- 
ly to God's Authority, not: to a bare Legal Title without God's 
Authority ; and therefore. muſt be paid co him who is inveſted 
with God's Authority, whos his Miniſter and Lientenant ; that's, 
to the Actual King, who is ſerled in the Throne, and has the Ad- 
miniſtration of Government 1n his hands. 

Objc#. Burt if this be ſo, what does a Legal Right ſignitie, if ic 
do not command the Allegiance of Subjects ? 

Anſw. Tanſwer : It barrs all other Humane Claims : No other 
Prince can challenge the Throne of Right : and Sabjedts are 
hound to maintain the Rights of fach a Prince, as far as they can; 
that is, againſt all Mankind ; but not againſt God's diſpoſal © 
Crowns : and therefore when God transters the Kingdom, he 
transfers our Allegiance, which is due, and annexed to his Au- 
thority, whether this Authority be conveyed by a Legal Succef 
tion, or by any other means. 


Obje& , 
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Obje&. But if we have ſworn Allegiance to ſacha Prince, and 


his Heirs, and lawful Succeſſors, how can we pay Allegiance to 


any other-Prince, while He, or any of his Heirs, and Legal 
Succeſiors are living, and claim our Allegiance, v rithout violating 
our Oaths ? 

Anſw. I anſwer: An Oath of Allegiance made to any King, 
can oblige no longer than he continues to be King ; for if itdid, 
ic would oblige us againſt our Duty, and ſo become an unlawful 
Oath: for our Allegiance is due co. him who is King, in the a- 
&ual and ſeried poſſeflion of the Throne, and therefore mult 
by the Law of God be paid there; and then ic cannot be paid to 
the diſpolleſſed Prince, unleſs we can have two Allegiances: Our 
Oath then to the diſpoſſetied Prince ceaſes, Cefſante materia ; for 
chough the Man is in being ſtill, the King is gone. 

Buc we ſwear to maintain and defend his Right, and the Right 
of his Heirs : but yet we do nor: ſwear co keep them in the 
Throne,which may be impoſlible for us to do againſt a proſperous 
Rebellion ; nor do we ſwear in Cale they are thrown out of the 
Throne, never to ſubmit or pay Allegiance to any other Prince; 
which would be an unlawtul Oath, as contrary to that Duty we 
owe to the Divine Providence in making Kings, and removing 
Kings. The Oath of Allegiance contains the Duty of Subjects 
tO their King, and can extend no farther, and therefore can ob- 
lige no longer than he is our King, and we his Subjeds. 

Thele ſeem to. me, to be very plain Propoſirions, and to carry 
their own Evidence with them ; and if chis be crue, 1c is a very 
plain Dire&ion to Subjects in all the Revolutions of Govern- 
ment. | 
The moſt that can be expeRed from them, according to che 
ſtricteſt Principles of Loyalty and Obedience, is to have no hand 
in ſuch Revolutions, or to oppoſe them as far as they can, and 
not to be haſty and forward in their Compliances ; but when 
ſuch a Revolution is made, and they cannot help it ; they muſt 
reverence and obey their New Prince, as inveſted with God's 
Authority. 

Nor is it very hard to know, when our Obedience becomes 
due toa New Prince ; for it does not conſiſt in a Mathematical 
point, nor require Mathematical certainty : Our Obedience isdue 
ro God's Authority, and when we can reaſonably conclude, that 
God has made him King ; that is, when the Providence of God 
nas ſetled him in the Throne,we muſt pay our Obedience - _ 

pe ere 


There are different degrees.of Sertlement, and muſt neceſſari. 
ly be in ſuch new: Goveraments,, which ſeem to me to require 
different degrees of Submiſſion, or at leaſt to juſtifie chem, till 
ic increaſes to ſuch a full and plenary and ſettled poſſeſſion, as 
requires our Allegiance, as being notoriouſly evident and 
ſenſible to all that do not wink hard, and will not ſee 
ir. 

If the generality of the Nation ſubmit to ſuch a Prince , and 
place him on the Throne, and put the whole power of the King- 
dom into his hands, though it may be, we cannot yet think the 
Providence of God has ſertled him in the Throne, while the dif- 
polletled Prince has alſo ſuch a formidable power , as makes the 
Event very doubtful, yet if we think fit to continue in the King- 
doin, under the government and-power of the new Prince, there 
are ſeveral Duties, which in reaſon we ought to pay him. 

As to live quietly and peaceably under his governiment, and to 
promile, or {wear, or give any other ſecurity that, we will do fo, 
if it be demanded : Ir is reaſonable we ſhauld do ſo, if we think 
it reaſonable to live under the protection of. the government ; this 
all men do in an Enemies quarters, and no man blames them for 
Kc: | | 
We muſt pay Taxes to them ; for theſe are due to the Admi- 
niſtration of government, as St. Paul obſerves 3 For this cauſe pay 
ye Tribute alſo, for they are the Minifters of God, attending continually 
on thu wery thing, 13 Rom.6. -And if we owe our {ecure poſleſ- 
{icn of our Eſtates to the protection of government, let the go- 
vernment be what it will, we ought to pay for it. | 

We muſt give the Title of King to ſuch a Prince, when we live 
in the Country where he is owned for King ; for beſides that it 
is a piece of good manners (which is the leaſt thing we can owe 
to him, under whoſe government we live) he is indeed King, 
while he adminiſters the Regal power, though we may not think 
| him fo well fſertled in his government , as to all intents and pur- 
poſes to own him for our &.ing. 

Nay, we muſt pray for him under the Name and Title of King, 
for we are boundto pray for all who are in Authority ; and that a 
Prince is, who has'the whol2 government in his hands, and has 
power to do a great deal oi hurt, or a great deal of good 3-and 
this is ſo far from being a fault, that ic is a duty, while we take 
care to do it in ſuch terms, asnot to pray againſt the diſpoſſeſſed 


Prince. 
D Thus 
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Thus far T think the doubtfiitpofkeſion of the Fhrone obliges us, 
and it were very happy if no'more were required'im the beginnings 
of ſuch a new government; but when beſides the polſcflhon of the 
Throne, the power of the diſpoſſeſſed Prince is broken , and'no 
viſible profpect of his recovering his Throne again ; nay, it ic be 
viſible char he can never recover his Throne again , bur by 'ma- 
king a new Conqueſt of the Nation by Foreigners, who will be 
our Maſters, if they conquer, and no very gentle ones neither ; 
we may then look upon the new Prince as advanced and ſettled 
by God in 1:iis Throne, and therefore ſuch a King , as we owe an 
entire Obedience and Allegiance to. 

For we muſt not take the conſideration of Right into the ſet- 
tlement of Government for a Prince may be ſettled in his Throne 
wichout legal Right, and when he is fo, God' has made him our 
King, and requires our Obedience. 

Thele principles are ſo very uſeful , eſpecially in all Revoluti- 
ons of government, that Subjedts have great reaſon to wiſh them 
true, and to examine over again thoſe ftridt principles of Loyal- 
ty, which if purſued to their juſt conſequences, muſt unavoidably 
in ſome JunQures, ſacrifice whole Kingdoms, at leaſt all Subjects 
who prerend to this degree and kind of Loyalty and Conſcience, 
to the HI Fortune of their Prince. 


& © JT. 


Some Reaſons and Arguments urged, and ObjeAtions anſwered, 
for the further Confirmation of this Dottrine. 


T: up we may examine this more impartially and more ſecure- 
y rely upon the DiRartes of Reaſon in this matter, I obſerve, 
1, That the Scripture has given usno Dire@ions in this Caſe, 
but to ſubmit,and pay all the Obedience of Subjects to the preſenc 
powers. It makes no diſtin&ion, that ever I could find, between 
righeful Kings and Ulſurpers, beeween Kings whom: we muſt,and. 
whom we muſt not obey ; but the general Rule is, Let every Soul 
be ſubje& to the higher Powers, for all power # of God, the Powers 
that be are ordained of God : whofoever therefore refiſt 3h the Power, 


reſiteth the Ordinance of God , and they that reſiff ſhall _ to 
FRemse 


due to. Sovergign Powers, '&c. 


themſeloes damnation, 13, Rom, 1, 2, | To, ſay | the Apoſtle here 
ſpeaks of lawful powers,;.is gratis dictum , for there 1s no Evi- 
dence of it; The Crinciſm. berween as and Jraws will not 
do.; for they both fignifie the ſame thing in Scripture , eicher 
torce and power , or authority : #* # JF Shapa: wo ns, 
T will not be brought under the power of any thing , muſt lignific 
force, 1 Cor. 6.12. and Jews muſt fignifie authority and dig- 
nity, 1 Epb. 21. vategre mans dpyiis x; vale x, Jondurus x verb 
1G , which are ſeveral names. and degrees of dignity and 
authority, as well as power. Kuadsy and Swear lignific the, 
ſame thing,: the exerciſe of civil authority and power, 22 Luke 
" 25. and therefore «i ©Zuiur are the of YEwndCors , thole who 
. exerciſe authority and dominion ; the ot apyerlss, ihe Rulers, v.3. 
the MiniFters of God, which bear the Sword, wv. 4 In St. Peter , 
the Band's and Hjzwres , the King , and his Governodrs and 
Magiſirates, 1 Peter 2.13, 14- Now theie may be Kings and 
Emperours and Rulers , who exerciſe civil government without 
a legal Title to ic, in the ſenle of the Objecors, yet St. Paul 
has made no Exception againſt them ; but it they be che Pow- 
ers, if they exerciſe the Supream Authority, they are of God, 
and are the Ordinance of God :. for- xzaz ime is ms. Sceng- 
Cov ; which evidently” relates to the Exercile of Civil Authoriey, 
not to a legal Right. And why ſhould we think che Apoſtle 
here intends a diſtintion unknown to Scripture : had there been 
any fuch Rule before given, to ſubmic to lawful powers, but nor 
to ſubmit to Ulurpers, there bad been ſome pretence for un- 
derſtanding St. Parl's all power of all legal power ; buc there be- 
ing nothing like this any where elſe in Scripture , it he had in- 
tended any ſuch diſtinAtion, he ought to have faid ic_ in ex 
preſs words,orelſe no body could reaſonably have underſtood him 
to intend this precept of ſubjection to the higher powers , only 
Gi powers that had a legal Right. For then, in order to the ful- 
filing of this precept, it would be neceſlary for Subjedts to exa- 
mine the Titles of Princes,and to that end to be well skill d in the 
Hiſtory and Laws of. a Nation, and to be able to judge berween 
a pretended and real Right,and ro know exatly what gives a real 
Right, that they may know to whom they ought to pay ſubjeRi- 
on, and may not miſplace their duty in, ſo important a matcer. 
And let any man: judge it-whar perplexicies this ſenſe of the Apo- 
{tles precept would invalye the-Conſciences of men? for thele are 
great diſputes among learned men, = how then ſhould gs 
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ed m2n underſtand them ? And T cannot think that the. reſoluti- 
on of Conſcience, in fuch matters as all Mankind are concern- 
ed in, ſhould depend upon ſuch Niceties as learned men 'chem- - 
{clves cannot agree in. Eſpecially if we conſider the Cale of the 
Reman Empire, in which, tor ſo many Ages together, the Titles 
of their Enperours were cither all of them ſtark nought, or the 
very beſt of them very doubrfal. And yer this 'Epiltle tro the Ro- 
mans was written to the Subjets of that Empire to direct them in 
the potar of ſubjetioa and obedience. This I take to be little 
leſs tha1 a demonſtration, that this precept of St. Pau! carinot be 
underit20d only of ſunjetion to powers that had a legal Right. 
Bzſides this, the reaſon the Apotle gives for ſubmitiion to the 
higher powers is not 2 legal Right, but the Authority of God ; 
that all power (07 every one, who exerciſeth the ſupreme power) 
z of God, 2nd the Orin: of God, which ſeems plainly inczifded 
to wave the diſpute about the legality of the powers, which was 
the Objetton of the Phoriftes, againſt ſubmiſſion to the Roman 
power; andan Obj:Aion which no body made but themſelves: 
they thought thy were not bound by God to ſfubmic to. the Rv- 
man powers ; nay, that they were bond by the Law of God not 
to ſubmit to them, as being amuit Uturpations upon the privi- 
ledges and liberties of Gods p2ople , and therefore che A4po/#le 
relis them, that all power # of God ; the powers that be are ordained of 
G24, wherein certainly he never intended to juſtifie all the Roman 
Ularpations , or to vindicate the legality of their power , 
which will as reaſonably juſtii2 all the Revolutions chat ever 
were in the world ; but to. afſert the providence of God, and 
his fapream authority, in transferring Kingdoms and Empires , 


in removing Kings, and ſetting up Kings. And when the Apo- 


ftle lays, All power 1s of God, there is no reaſon to confine chis 
r0 all legal powers, unleſs it were evidently. the DoQrine of 
Scripture, that uſurped powers are: not of God , which is fo far from 
being crae, that the contrary is evident ; that the mot high rulerh 
mn the king dom of men, and giveth it to whomſoever he wil! , 4 Dan. 
17. which is ſpoke with reterence to the four Mozarchies , which 
were all as manifeſt Ufurpations as ever were in the world , 
and yet fet up by the decree and counſel of God, and tore- 
rold by a prophetick Spirit :. and' whoever will confine the pow- 
er and authority of God, i changing Times and Scaſons, in remo- 
wvins Kings and ſetting up Kings, to Human Laws, ovght-not to be 
diſputed with. 

To 


due to Soveraign Powers,” &c. 


To this I add, that this diſtin&ion, that only Legal, not Uſur- 
ped Powers, are of God, had made: the Apoſtles direftion lignifie 


nothing, for the great Queſtion had been ſtil] undecermined, what 


Powers are of God, and what Powers they muft obey, if ſome 
Powers be of God, and ſome not. When he ſays, ihe Powers that- 
be, had he confined this to the then preſent Powers, it would have 
direted chem at thar time, bur had bzen no general dire&tion to 
Chriſtians in other Ages, to obey the preſent powers, and then 
we have-no direction in Scripture, what to do in ſuch diſputed 
Cafes, unleſs by a parity of Reaſon ; and if we muſt obzy ſuch 
powers, as the Roman power was, I know very few powers that 
we may not obey : for whatever Legal Right the Roman Empe- 
rors had, who by fear, or flactzry, or other arts, excorted fome 
kind of conſent from the Serare, it is plain, che Romans themſelves 
were great Ulurpers, and had no other Right to the greateſt parc 
of their Empire, bur Conqueſt and Uſurpacion. LD 41 
This Pm ſure, the only direction of Scripture is 60 ſubmir to 

thoſe who are in Authoricy, who are in the aRtual adminiſtration 
of Government, to reverence and obey them, to pray for them, 
to pay Tribute to them, as God's Minifters, attending continually up- 
on this very thing, and not to reſiſt chem ; bucthece is noc the lea 
notice given us of any kind of Dacy owing or .to be paid toa 
Prince out of Authoricy, and removed from the adminiſtration of 
Government, whatever his Right may be; We have no Example 
in.Scripture, that any people were ever blamed for ſubmitcing to 
the preſent powers, whatever. the Ulurpation were, though we 
have Examples of their being condemned for refufing to ſubmit to 
chem ; witneſs the Propheſies of Feremzzb, and the Diſcourles of 
our Saviour With the Scribes and Phariſees about paying Tribute 
to Ceſar. | | 

Oar Saviour's Argument relies wholly on che poſſefiian of power, 


whoſe Image and Superſcription hath it ? And if this be a good Rea- - 


ſon,. it is good in all other caſes ; thag we muft ſubmic co all Prin- 
ces, who are poſſeſſed of the Soveraign power, and are in the full 


adminiſtration of Government : The Propher Feremy's Argument 


is Prophecy, or an expreſs Command from-God to ſubmit to the 
King of Babylon ; and there was great reaſon for an expreſs Gom- 
mand from Gol at chat time, becauſe God himſelf had entaifed 
the Kingdom upon David's Polterity, and theretore wichout an 
expreſs Command from God, they could nat. ſubje& chemſelves 
© any ther Prince, while any of thac Family were living, which 

is 
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which is the reaſon thac Fehojiada the High-Prieſt gives for 


depoſing Arhalizh, who had Uſurped the Throne for ſix years, 
and anointing Foaſh the King's Son; behold the King's Son 
ſhall Reign, as the Lord bath ſaid of the Sons of David: Bur 
where God has made no entail of the Crown, but the entail 
is only by Humane Laws, there is no need of Prophecy to 
direc people to ſubmit to any new Prince, whom God lets over 
them. 

For we muſt obſerve, thar this was at the beginning of the four 
Monarchies, which God intended ſuccefliively to erect, to whom 
he gave the Kingdoms of the World, not excepting hi: own peo- 
ple Irael; and in that Command he gave to thein to ſubmir ro 
thoſe Powers, ( which was renewed by Chriſt and his Apoſtles) 
has caught all Chriſtians co do fo too, and not to oppoſe any Hn- 
mane Right or Intereſt againſt the Divine will and pleafure, when 
it is ſufficiently declared by the events of Providence. And the 
Prophecy of the four Menarchies is not yet at an end ; ior under 
the fcurth Monarchy the Kingdom of Chri/ was to be fer up, and 
Antichriſt was to appear, and the increaſe and deſtrudtion of the 
Kingdom of Antichriſt is to be accompliſhed by great Changes and 
Revolutions in Humane Governments; and when God has decla- 
red, that he will change Times and Seaſons, remove Kings, and 
{ec up Kings, to accompliſh his own wiſe Counſcls, it juſtifies our 
neceſſary, and therefore innocent compliances with ſuch Revoly- 
tions, as much as if we were expreſly commanded to do fo, as the 
Fews were by the Propher Feremiab. - This a man may ſay with- 
out Enthuſiaſm, or pretending to underſtand all the Propheſies of 
the Revelations, and to apply them'to their particular events, for 
without that we certainly know, that all the great Revolutions 
of th2 World are intended by God to ferve thoſe great ends ; 
and when God will overturn Kingdoms and Empires, remove 
and ſer up Kings, as he ſees will beſt ſerve the accompliſhment 


of his own Counſels and Decrees, ir is very hard, if Subjects 


muſt nort_ quietly ſubmit to ſuch Revolutions : we muſt not con- 
trary to our {worn Duty and Allegiance promote ſuch Revolu- 
tions, upon a pretence of fulfilling Propheſies, but when they 
are mace and ſetled, we ought to ſubmit to them. 

Now when we have no direction in Scripture at all about 
making or unmaking Kings, or reſtoring a diſpoſſeſſed Prince 
to his Throne again, and all the Commands we have in Scrip-. 
ture about Obedience and Subjection to Government, —_ 
relpect 
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reſpe&t the 'preſent Ruling Powers, - without any diſtinRion 
berween Rightful or 'Ulurped powers, it ſeems plainly to deter- 
mine this Queſtion on the ſide of the preſent -powers ; at leaſt 
it leaves us to the guidance and conduct of Reaſon in this mat- 
wor , and therefore let us impartially conſider what Reaſon 
ays. | 

_ I obſerve then in the next place, that this gives the eaſieſt 
and moſt intelligible account of che Original oft Humane Go- 
vernment ; that all Power is from God, who is the Soveraign 
Lord of the World. ; 

This has been a very perplext and intricate Diſpute both in 
Religion and Politicks, and men have zealouſly eſpouſed dit- 
ferent Hypotheſes, as they have had different ends to ſerve. 

The matter of Fact, how Monarchies firſt began, and what 
was the Original of particular Monarchies, is very obſcure for 
want of Hiſtory, which is the only way to know ir: Some 
think, all power was originally derived from the Choice and 
Conſent of the People : others aſcribe it to the Right of 'Con- 
queſt, which they think without more ado confers a Right of 
Government ; others think Conqueſt gives no Right, bur-the 
Submiffion of the conquered people, or the long continuance 
of ſuch an Uſurpation does ; eſpecially when ſuch a Govern- 
ment defcends from Father to Son, and is become an Inheritance, 
either by Przſcription, or Laws; which ſome men think-then 
fo Sacred, that they muſt in no caſe ſubmic to any other 'Go- 
vernment, while any Legal Heir to the Crown' is living, and 
makes his Claim. 

Now | think there is no doubt, but ſevera} Governments have 
been begun all theſe ways, but ſtill it is God, who'by his Provi- 
dence advances men to the Throne, 'and- inveſts them with his 
Authority by all theſe ways ; for the Authority'is' Gods, -and-it 
ts his advancing them to the Throne which gives them this Au- 
thority. 

Its s evident, there is no Natural Authority, but the Paternal 
and Patriarchal Authority ; and that Monarchies were: erected 
upon the ruins or great diminution of it 5 and whether this-were 
by conſent, -or ( as is moſt probable) by. violent Ufarpations, 


of which Nimrod ſeems. to have ſet the firſttExample, -itiwas. 


equally unjuſt ; for -ne Authority is ſo Sacred, as What is'Natu- 


ral, which no man had Authority to give away, '6r-40/Uſarp : 
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But by «this means God erected Monarchies, and gave his Au- 
thority to Men, who had no Authority of their own. 

It the Choice and Conſent of the people makes a Prince,then 
no man is a Subjec, but he who conſents to be ſo; for the Major 
Vote cannot include my conſent, unleſs I pleaſe ; chat is the effect 
of Law and Compadt or Force, not of Nature. If Subjedts give 
their Prince Authority, they may take it away again, if they 
pleaſe; there can be no irreliftible Authoricy derived from the 
people ; for if the Authority be wholly derived from them, who 
ſhail hinder them from taking it away, when they {ee fit? Up. 
on theie Principles, there can be no Hereditary Monarchy; one 
Generation can only chooſe for themſelves, their Poſterity ha- 
ving as much Right to choole as they had : 

If Conquelt gives a Right, then Force, the moſt unjuſt and 
violent Force,is Right; and then every man by the ſame, Rule, who 
is ſtronger than I am, has a Natural Right to govern me. 

Submilſlion is only a forced and afrer-conſent ,not to make a 
King, but to own him, who has made himfelt King, and whom 
very often we would diſown and reje&, were it ſafe to do fo; 
and-what Right can that give more than Force ? 

The continvance of an Uſurpation can never give a Right, 
unleſs' that which is wrong can grow right by continuance: An 
Ulurper by long continuance may out live thoie, who formerly 
wore the Crown ; but does it give Right to him, who has none, 
that he out-lives choſe, who had the Right? For though no body 
elſe has any Right to the Crown, how does this make him a 
Rightful King, who has no Right? | 

An Hereditary Right is either a continued Uſurpation, which 
can give no Right, or a Right by Law ; that is, by the conſent of 
the people to entail the Crown on ſuch a Family, which, as I ob- 
ſerved before, it Right be reſolved into tie Choice and Conſent 
of the people, cannot be done; for what Right had my Ance- 
ſtors three or four hundred years ago, to chooſe a King tor me? 

So that I cannot ſce where to fix the Foundation of Govern- 
ment, but in the Providence of God, who either by the choice of 
the major or ſtronger part of the people,or by Conqueft,or by Sub- 
miſſion, and the long ſucceſſive continuance of power, or by Hu- 
maneLaws,gives a Prince and his Family poſſeflion of the Throne, 
which isa good Title againſi all Humane Claims, and requires the 
Obedience and Submiſſion of Subjects as long as God is pleaſed to 
continue him and his Family in the Throne; but it is no Title a- 
g£ainſt God, if he pleaſe to advance another Prince. To 
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To fay that God' ſets up no Prince, who aſcends the Throne 
without a Human and Legal Right, is to ſay, that ſome Kings are 
removed, and others ſer up, but 'not by God; which is a'dire& 
contradiction to Scripture ; it is to ſay, That the Four Mp»narchies 
were not ſet up by God, becauſe they all began by Violence and 
Uturpation : It is to ſay, That God, as well as men, is confined by 
Human Laws, in making Kings : It is to fay, That the Right of 
Government is not derived from God, without the conſent of the 
People; for if God can't make a King without the People, or againſt 
their Conſent declared by their Laws, the Authority muſt be deri- 
ved from the People, not from God ; or at lealt if ic be God's Au-' 
thority, yet God can't give it himſelf without the People, nor 
otherwiſe than as they have diredted him by their Laws. . 


This is all very abſurd, and what thoſe p-r{ons ab1or the thoughts 


of, who inlitt ſo much upon a Legal Right, that they will own no 
King, who aſcends the Throne, without it, nor believe that God 
places him there without and againſt a Legal Right: but if they 


would examine themſelves for what Reifon they believe that a 


King who has no Right to the Throne, 1s not ſet-up by God, and 
invetted with his Authority, they will tind, That ic muſt ultimately 
reſolve it ſelf into the Authority of the People tomake Kings, which 


it is unjuſt for God himſelf to over-rule and alter ; for a Legal En-. 


tail is nothing more than the Authority of the People; and if the 
People have ſuch an uncontroulable Authority in making Kings; I 


dou'"t they will challenge as much Authority to unmake them too. | 


It the (ole Autho ity of Government be from God, and God gives 
this Authority only by placing a Prince in the Throne, then by what- 
ever means he does it, it is the fame thing. When ſuch a Prince is 
ſetled in the Throne, he is God's King and Minifier, and mult be 
Reverecnced and Obeyed by the People who live under his Govern- 
ment z thus it muki be, if all Power be of God. 

But there are ſeveral Objections againſt this, which muſt be 
briefly anſwered. 

1, It is objected, That this makes a Prince loſe his Right by 
being notoriouſly injured ; for if a proſperous Uſurper gets into 
the Throne, and ſettles himſelt there, God has taken away his 
Crow n, and given it to another; and tharetore he ought not to at- 
tempt the recovery of his Throne ( nor any other Prince to afliſt 
him in it ) which is to oppole God, and to challenge that which he 
has no longer any Right to. 

I anſwer, 
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I anſwer, By no means : The Providence of . God removes 
Kings,and ſcts up Kings, but alters no Legal Rights,nor forbids thoſe 


who are diſpoſſcſſed of them, to recover their Right, when they 


can. While ſach a Prince is in the Throne,, it is a declaration of 
God's Will, that he ſhall Reign for ſome time, longer or ſhorter, 
as God pleaſes; and that is an obligation to Subjects to ſubmit and 
obey ; tor Submiſſion is owing only to God's Authority 3 but that 
one Prince is at preſent placed in the Throne, and the other remo- . 
ved out of it, does not prove, that it is God's Will it ſhould always 
be ſo, and therefore does not diveſt the diſpoſſeſt Prince of his Le- 
gal Right and Claim, nor forbid him ta endeavour to recover his 
Throne ;” nor forbid thoſe who are under no obligation - to 


the Prince in poſſctlion, to aſſift the diſpoſſefſed Prince to recover 


his Legal Right : A Legal and Succeſhve Right is the ordinary way 
whereby the Providence of God advances Princes to any Hereditary | 
Throne : And this bars all other human Claims ; but yet God may 
give the Throne to another, if he plcaſcs ; aud this does not deſtroy 
the Legal Right of the diſpoſſeiſed Prince, nor hinder him from 
claiming it, when he finds his opportunity. 

But it may perhaps be farther faid, If the diſpoſſeſſed Prince may 
ftill have the Legal Right and Claim to the Crown, and he wha is 
poſſeſſed of the Crown, may have none, 1s it not very unjuſt in Sub- | 
Jes to pay Allegiance to him who is poſſeſſed of the Throne with-: . 
out Right, and to withdraw their Allegiance from him who has 
the Right? Isnot this to jultitie and ſupport Injultice and Violence, 
and to oppreſs opprefſed Innocence and Right ? And can- the Provi- 
dence of God inake that our Duty, which is ſo manifeſtly unjuſt 
and wicked © 

I anſwer ; Todeny any man, much more a Prince, , what is his 
jult Right, and which I am bound to give him, 1s certainly very 
unjuſt, and that which the Providence of God can never julie ; 
but then we muſt contider, What the Prince's Right is; and, What 
is the Daty of Subjects; and, When Subjects may be ſaid to deny 
their Prince's Right. 

The Right of the Prince is to adminiſter the Government of the 
Nation ; the Duty of Subjects is to ſubmit to his Government, and 
obcy his Laws, when he does attuilly adminifier the Government z 
and thoſe who do not refuſe to obey him when he governs, deny 
him no Right that they owe him 3 for. there is no Duty Subjects 
owe to Princes, as Subjects, but to obey them; and not to obey, 
when they don't and can't Govern, is to deny no Right. Yes, 
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Yes; you'l ſay, The poſſeſſion of the Crown, and the actual Ad- 


. mini{tration of Government, is his Right ; andif we own any other 
' Governing Power, we deny him that Right. 


I anſwer, Suppoſe he have a Legal Right to Govern, bur can't ; 
Obedience is not his Right; and therefore to pay my Obedience to 
thoſe who do Govern, is no denial ot his Legal: Right; | but a due 
Submiiſton to the Providence of God, who hath a Right ſuperiour 


-to all Human Rights, in the diſpoſal of Crowns and King- 


doms. 
The Duty of Subjedts as ſuch, is to obey their Prince, and ſub- 
mit to him whilſt he governs, and is in poſſcilion of the | hroae : 


' But then Kings mutt take ſome care alſo to preſerve their Crowns by 


good Government ; and if they will run the hazard of their Crowns, 
thoſe of their Subjects are certainly not to be blamed by ſuch a 
Prince, who did nothing to take his Crown from him. 

But ſome it may be will ſay, That ſuch Subjeds are bound even in 
ſuch a caſe to maintain and defend their King in his Throne. 

I am not (o very ſure of that ; but this I am fure-of, That when- 
ever People have a good King, it is both their Duty and Intereſt to 
defend him ; and it they be not miſled by the Cunning and Arti- 
fice of ill men, they will certainly do ſo. But if they have a very 


| bad one, that notoriouſly violates their Rights, and breaks the Con- 


ſtitution upon which himſelf ſtands, and firikes at the dearelt things 
they have, their Religion eſtabliſhed by Law, and their Properties, 
I doubt the caſe may be altered ; and though every body. will not. 
ſpeak itout, yet molt may fay in their hearts, Let him go, if he can- 
not defend himſelf. It is enough in conſcience patiently to bear fo 
bad a Prince, but a little too much to venture their Lives and For- 
tunes to keep him in the Throne to oppreſs them ; this is againſt 
Reaſon and Nature, and I know no Law of God which requires 
it : A SubjeR, and a Soldier; to Obcy a Prince, and to Fight for 
him, are two thinfs4' and to be a Subject of any Prince, does not 
either by the Lawsb 2God or Man, neceſſarily make him a Soldier. 

But have wenot ſworn to the King, his Heirs and Lawful Succef- 


ſors, to defend and maintain his Perſon, Crown, and Dignity ? And 


are we not bound by this Oath ? 

I anſwer, 1. I grant it is ſoz but they we muſt diſtinguiſh two 

parts jn this Oath : 1. The Natural Duty of Subjects, which is Faith 

and true Allegiance, or Obedience and Submiſhon to the Govern- 

ment of the King, 2, That Duty _ Obligation. which is ſuperindu- 
2 


ced 
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ced by Law, to maintain and defend the King's Right tothe Crown, 
and all the Dignities.and Prerogatives of it, which is now made 
a part, not of our Natural, but Legal Allegiance. 

The reaſon of the thing tells us, That this is not-an Arbitrary, but 
real Diſtintionz and then, tho our Natual and Legal Allegiance be 
both included in the ſame Oath , they are of a diſtin& Conſidera- 
tion, 

Natural Allegiance, or: Obedience and Subjection to Government, 
is due to the King,conſidercd in the aQtual Adminiſtration of Govern- 
ment, and no otherwiſe, becauſe itcan be paid only.to the Regnant 
Prince; and it is due to all Kings, who are ſetled in- the Govern- 
ment; for it is due to Government, and for that reaſon, to the 
Prince who governs, 

| Legal Allegiance, or Maintenance and Defence, is due only by 
Law, and therefore can oblige no further than Human Laws do, 
which muſt always give way to the Laws of God ; and therefore 
Natural Allegiance (in caſe of a Competition ) vacates the Obliga- 
tion of Legal Allegiance and -Oaths; as.the Laws of God and-Nature. 
mutt take place of all humane politive Laws and Oaths. If then, 
I have ſworn to maintain and defend my King, . who. has: a Legal 
Right to the Throne, whatever is.meant by this.Maintenance and 
Det.n:e, it he happen to be diſpoſſeſſed of his Throne, and another 
Prince placed there, whom,in Reverence to the Authority of God,l am 
to obey, and ſubmit to, without Refiltancez I am abſolved from my 
Legal Allegiance to maintain and defend my ejected Prince, becauſe 
I cannot do it without violating that Allegiance, which by the Laws 
of Go1l owe to the Regnant Prince 3 for I: cannot defend the diſ- 
poſſeſſed Prince, whom I have ſworn to defend, without oppoting 
and reſiſting the Regnant Prince, whom by. the Laws of Gad I am 
bound to obey.. 

2. This Legal Allegiance, o® Maintenance and Defence , is Sworn 
only to a_Kiny in Poſſeſſion; and fignities noemore, than to main- 
tain and defend him in the Poficthon of the}Jarone, as having a 
Legal Right to it: We can legally take this Oath only. to a King, 
who is tn Poſſtihon, for it mult be adminiftred by. his Authority ; 
and the Obligation of Oaths muſt not be extended beyond the ne- 
ceflary Signitication of. Words; now to maintain and. defend the 
King's Perſon, Crown, and Dignity, and to: reftore him to his 
Throne, when he is diſpoſſeſſed, are two very different things ; and 
Mcretore he, who Swears to maintain and defend, is not by virtue 

| cf 
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of that Oath obliged to reſtore. while a Prince is on the Throne, 
Subjects are in a capacity to defend and preſerve him there; and 
therefore may oblige themſelves to it, and there may- be Reaſons 
why this ſhould be exacted from them 3 but in ordinary Caſes, if 
they cannot defend the King in Poſſeſſion , there is litcle likelihood 
they ſhould be able to reltore him; and therefore no reaſon, that 
Subjes ſhould bind themſelves by ſuch an Oath, , 

To venture our Eives and Fortunes to preſerve the King's Perſon 
and Government, while he is in Poſſethon, is reaſonable enough z 
becauſe it is a real Service to our King and Country, to prevent un- 
julit Ufurpations, which overturn the Government, and often un- 
ſettle or dettroy the Eaws, and with them the Rights and Liberties 
of Subjects, as well as. the Right of the King 3 but to Swear 
to do our utmolt to reſtore the King, when he is diſpoſſeſſed, 
is to Swear never to ſubmit to uſurped Powers , but to take 
all Opportunities. to overthrow ſuch Governments to reſthre our 
King, which is contrary to our Duty, when God removes one 
King, and ſets up another ; which expoſes our Eivgs and Fortunes 
to ruin, when we cannot ſerve our King by it; which provokes 
ſuch new Powers. it they be not more merciful, to ſecure themſelves 
by rooting out ſuch ſworn Enemies to their Government.z and then 
the Confequence of this Oath, is, That if our King be driven out 
of the Landy, we will follow him into Banithment, or venture be- 
ing hanged at home *that we will difturb all Governments, and 
raiſe Rebellions, and Civil Wars, it we can, to. reſtore our. King, 
tho with the utter Ruin and Deſtruction of the Nation. I believe, 
ſhould all this be exprefſed in an Oath, there 'is no Man in. his wits 
would take it, for the fake of the belt Prince that ever ſway'd a 
Scepter ; and how unreaſonable then is it, to expound an Oath to 
ſach a Senſe, as no Man would have taken it in, had it been ex- 
preſſed ?* However it appears, that there is ſuch a vaſt difference be- 
tween maintaining and defending a Regnan: Prince, and reſtoring a Dil-- 
poſſeſſed Prinkc2 Yea 


t to reſtore is-not neceſſarily included in maintain- 
F > 


ftignify to give them Poſſeſſion : Right! if the King dye poſſelt of 
the Crown, we Swear to maintain the Succelhion, and to own the 
true Heir, for our King 3 but if the King be driven out of Poſſeſſion, 
and- his Heirs with him , and ar#ther Pririce poſſeſſed” of the 

: Ehrone, 


\ 


But we Swear not only to the King, but to his Heirs, and Lawful- 
Succeſſors, who are not in Actual Poſiethon ; and therefore that muſt: 
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Throne, this Oath can no more oblige us to fet the Baniſhed Heir 


upon the Throne, than to. reſtore the Baniſhed King, 
But by ſwearing to the Heirs, -and Legal or Lawful Succiſſors, we 


Swear not to own, or ſubmit toany Prince, who is not the Legal 


Heir. That-I deny; we Swear, it you pleaſe, not to make it our 
Ak, not to ſet up any Prince, who is not the right Heirz and we 
Swear to own the right Heir, it he gets Poſſellion ; but we do not 
Swear not to ſubmit to any 'rince, -who gets into Poſlceiſion, and is 
 ſetled in the Throne without a Legal Right; the words lignity no 
ſuch thing, no more than Maintaining and Defending, fignifes Re- 


. ſtoring. 


3. I obſcrve further, That this Maintenance and Defence, which 


. we Swear of the King's Perſon and Crown, is only a Legal Mainte- 


nance and Defence; tor the Law will not juſtify, much leſs does it 
command any illegal Defence ; and therefore a Legal Oath can ob- 
lige us only to a Legal Defence. 

This is truc, with reference to the Caxſe; for we are not bound 
to dcetend the King againſt Law, or when he Subverts the Laws, 
and Libertics,and the Legal Eftablithed Religion of the Kingdom,by 


' Hlegal Mcthods. A Sovercign Prince mult not be retilted by force, 


nor mult he be 2tHited and defended againlt Law ; for tho the King 
be unaccountable, yet his Miniſters and Inftruments are not; and 
no Man is bound to ſerve or dctend the King in that, for which 
by the Law of the Land he may be hanged for a Traytor; and this 
in a liiced Monarchy, ſets Bowls to Sovereign Power ; for un- 
leſs Subjects will betray their own Liberties, and venture to be 
hanged for it, ſuch a Prince cannot hurt them; and the late Revo- 
lution teaches us, ( and all Princes ought to take warning by it ) 
hovw ealily a Prince is ruined, when he has forfeited the Aﬀections, 
and the Legal Defence of his Subjects, by the Exercile of an Illegal 
and Arbitrary Power; and. it the Oath of Allegiance does not 
oblige Subjcets to detend a Prince in the Exerciſe of an Arbitrary 
Power; I think, it much leſs obliges them to rcſipre ſuch a Prince, 
and Arbitrary Power with him. bY | | 

But that which I mean by a Legal Detence,(let the Cauſe be what 
it will) is ſuch a Defence, as the Law requires all Subjects to give 
their King z for a Legal Oath can require no other Defence than the 
Law requires. 

Now the only Legal Defence, whercin all Subjes are concern'd, 
is either the Militia, or the Poſſe Comitatus , which are in the _— 
© 
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of the Regnant Prince, and cannot defend a Prince who is out of 


Poſſeſſion; and therefore , if this Oath means only a Legal De- 
fence, it muſt be confined to the King while he is. in Potlefion, 


and has the Power of the Kingdom in his hands; for I cannot de-- 
fend a Diſpoſſefled Prince by ſerving in the Militia, or Poſſe Comitatus, 


which is always in the Power of the Regnant Prince. 
But a Prince .may raiſe an Army for his Defence , beſides the 


Militia 'of the Country 3 and this he may do. when he 1s Out.. 


of Poſſefſion, and Loyal Subjects- ought chearfully to ſerve him 
in It. | 


Now here is a great Queſtion, which I am not Lawyer enough - 
to decide z Whether a Commithon granted by a King out of Poſle(- - 


tion, be a Legal Commiſſion; but be that how it will, I am ſure, 


there is no Law that requires all Sabjes to receive Commiſſions -- 


trom the King, tho he be in Poſſciſion of the Government; nor to Lit 


themſelves Soldiers in his Army; and therefore this is no part of - 
that Legal Defence which we Swear. - All that Legal Defence which - 


we. Swear to the King, can be paid only to the King in Poſſeflion ; 


and what we have not Swore, we are not bound to by-the Oath. - 
of Allegiance,. which is the only thing we are now inquiring after. - 


This the whole Nation, both: Prince. and People have, ſufhciently 
acknowledged, by making and receiving Addreſſes of -Lives and 
Fortunes, Which is ſuppoſed to fignify ſome other defence than the 
Oath of Allegiance obliged them to; and therefore,were-not of the 


mind of thoſe Men , who think their Sworn Allegiance binds them J}.. 


to reſtore. the King, when Diſpoſſeſſed of. his Throne, at the Ex- 
pence of their Lives and Fortunes. 
4. It is worth conſidering alfo ; That the Oath of Allegiance is 


a National Oath, and therefore the defence or maintenance we . 


{wear, is National, that is, to join with our Fellow-ſubjed&s in de- 


fending the King's Perſon and Crown : for fingle Subje&s cannot +. 
do this by th: mſclves, and the way tooblige them all, is to impoſe - 


a National Oath to be taken by all Subjects. . 
Now ſuch Oaths as theſe oblige every particular Man todo no in- 


jury to the King's Perſon or Crown, not to enter into Plots and . 


Conſpiracies againſt him and as for actual, detenze., chearfully to 
venture his Life ahd Fortunes with his Fellow-ſabjets to ' preſerve 
the King. But in caſe the great Body ot the Nation abſolve them- 
ſelves from theſe Oaths, and depole their King, and drive him out 
of his King1om, and fect up another Prin-e.tn his roo:n, it 1s worth 


COnftle. -: 


* 


32 


*Z3F , 1 
O 2jecti3tts 


Hin! wer. 


"5 
LY 


we 


The Caſe of the Allegiance 


conſidering, Whether ſome private men, it may be but a little hand- 
tul, are ſtill bound by their Oath, to make ſome weak and dange- 
rous attempts, and to hght for their King againſt their Country 3 
certainly this was not the intention of the Oath, tor it is a National, 
not a private Defence, we (wear 3 and therefore a general revolt of 
a Nation, though it ſhould be wicked and unjultihable, yet it ſeems 
ro excuſe thoſe, who had neither hand nor heart i it, from their 
{worn defence of the King's Perſon, and Crown, and to make their 
compliance with the National Government innocent and neceflary. 
For an Oath to tight tor the King, does not oblige us to tight againſt 
our Country, which .is as unnatural, as to fight againſt our King. 
The ſum is this z God, when he ſces fit, can remove Kings, or ſet 
up Kings, without any regard to human Right, as being the Sove- 
reign Lord of the World , who rules in the Kingdoms of Men, and 
giveth them to whomſoever he will : but >ubjects, in ſetting up, or 
removing Kings, mutt have regard to Legal Right; and it they pull 
down a rightful King, and ſ-t up a King without right, (unleſs the 
Conſtitution of the Government in fome Caſes ſhould allow it) 
greatly lin in it, eſpecially when they have ſworn the defgnce of the 
Legal Right, and Legal Succcthon : but the Duty and Allegiance of 
Subjects does not immecdiately reſpe& Right, but the actual admini- 
{tration of Government, when there is a ſetled Government in a Na- 
tion; tor that is God's Authority, which mult be obeyed : no-man 
mult ſwear away this, no more than any other part of his Duty ; and 
nv nan does iwear away this by the Oath of Allegiance, as I have 
already ſhown. | | | 

'But it will be farther obj:<&ed, That if this Doctrine do not take. 
away the Legal Rignt, yet it makes it impothble for ſuch an injur d 
Prince to recover his Right, when all his Subjects have ſworn Alle- 
Siance to a new Prince, and therefore can no longer aſſiſt him. 

I anſwer 3 This may be called a d thculty in Providence, if you 
picaſe, but it is no dithculty to the Subje&t, if he purſue his Duty 
in it, unleſs a paſſionate affection tor the diſpofſeſſed Prince make it 
a difficulty : but ſuch a misfortune as this, can rarely happen to a 
beloved Prince ; and when Subjects are overpowered by force, and 
can neither defend themſelves, nor their Prince, there is no remedy 
left but to yield to necellity, and leave every thing elſe to the Di- 
vine Providence. 

The Divine Providence has ways and methods of removing Kings, 
and ſetting up Kings, which we are not aware of, nor concerned 

; to 


due to Sovereign Powers, &c. 


to know, becauſe-it is no part of our duty: No man could have 
foreſeen, how Ch. I. ſhould have returned, who had a powerfal Army 
againſt him; or F. II. be driven out of his Kingdom,at the Head of 
a powerful Army, without ſhedding of blood, All the Plots and 
Conſpiracies of the Loyal Party were vain, and had no other effe, 
but to bring ſome worthy and gallant Men to an unhappy end ; but 
what they could not do, God did without them ; and all ſuch Ca- 
fes we mult leave to God. 


But does not this encourage daring and ambitious Spirits to graſp ObjeTion. 


at Crowns, and invade their Neighbours, when they know that Suc- 
ceſs gives them Sovercign Authority, and obliges Subjects, 'not- 
withltanding all formcr Oaths, to pay all Duty and Allegiance ts 
them ? 


Ambitious and daring Spirits need no other encouragement but Anſwer. 


Power to graſp at Crowns; and if they have this, they value no 
more : promife them but Succeſs, and they will try, whether Sub- 
jets will obey or not. I dareſay, ſuch men never took it into con- 
fideration, whether Subje&s would think themſelves bound in Con- 
ſcience to obey them, in caſe they prevailed ; they ſeldom trouble 
themſelves about Conſcience, but truſt to other Arguments to ſecure 
their Thrones, when they have once gotten them. And if they 
take this Dodrine all together, as they muſt do, if they encourage 
their Ambition, by Reaton, and Principles, it will give no encou- 
ragement to Ambitious Spirits without a great doſe of Enthuſiaſm :; 
For it the Kingdoms of the World be diſpoſed by God, and no Art 
or Power can place any Prince on the Throne, but by God's appoint- 
m-nt, unle(s they can flatter themſelves, that God has ordain'd 
them to be Kings, it will check all their ambitious Attempts, which 
God can ſo eafily defeat. 

But if this Do&trine ſhould prove inconvenient to Princes, and 
dangerous to their Thrones ; I am ſure the contrary Doctrine is 
much more dangerous to Subjets, when any ſuch Revolution hap- 
pens; for it ſacrifices them to the rage and fury of Conquering and 
Reigning Princes, when they are obliged by Principles of Conſci- 
ence to oppoſe and diſown their Government , which it is folly to 
think any Prince will endure; and though I have as great a reve- 
rence for Princes as any man, Ido not think the Right and Interelt 
_ of any Prince ſo conſiderable, as the Safety and Preſervation of a 
Nation, and the Lives and Fortunes of all his Subjects. ; 
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In a word, The Objecors do not think it a ſufficient Confuta- 
tion of the Do&rine of Non-relitiance, and Pathve Obedience, to 
ſay, That this puts it into the King's power, to invade the Laws 
and Liberties, the Lives and Fortunes, of his Subjects at pleaſure 
and yet there is mere danger of this from an Ambitious and Arbi- 
trary Prince, than there is, that the DoCtrine of Obedience and Sub- 
miſſion to the Governing Powers, ſhould encourage Ambitious Spi- 
rits to invade their Neighbours Thrones 3 the Divine Providence 
takes care oball ſuch extraordinary Calſcs, and there we muli leave 
them. 

But have not Pyrates and Robbers as good a Title to my Purſe, 
as an Uſurper has to the Crown, which he ſeizes by as 'maniteti 
force and violence ? Does not the Providence of God order and 
difpoſe all theſe events? And are we not bound then as much to 
ſubmit to Pyrates, as to Uturpers ? 

The diſpute is not about human and legal Right in either Caſe, 
but about Authority, which is the only reaſon of a conſcientious 
ſubje&ion ; now no Man pretends, that Thieves and Pyrates have 
God's Authority, to which we mult ſubmit ; but the Scripture ex- 
preſly tells us, That Kingdoms are diſpoſed by God 3 That all 
Power is of God ; and therefore when any Prince, by what 
unjuſt means ſoever , with reſpe& to Men , is placed in the 
Throne, and ſetled there, He is advanc'd by God, is God's Ordi- 
nance, God's Miniſter, and mutt be obeyed for Conſcience fake : 
And therefore the outrages of Thieves and Pyrates are very imper- 
tinently alledged in this Cauſe. They have force and violence, 
which every Man muſt ſubmit to, when he cannot help it ; but So- 
veraign Power is God's Authority, though Princes may be advan- 
ced to it by no honeſter means, than Thieves take a Purle, or break 
open my Houle, and take my Money, or Goods, The beginnings of 
the four Monarchics were no better, and yet their Power was God's. 

But did not Fehojada the Higheprieſt anoint Foaſh the King's Son, 
and dcpoſe and kill 4thaliah, who had uſurped the Throne tor fix 
years? And did he think then, that an Ulurper's poſicihon of the 
Throne, required the Allegiance and Fidelity and Obedience of the 
Subject ? 

xr. All that this Story amounts to, is no more than this, That 
when the Legal and Rightful Heir is actually poſleſicd of his Throne, 
Subje&s may return to their Allegiance, and by the Authority of 
ghcix King, proſecute the Uſurper ; for Foaſhh was hilt anointed and 
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proclaimed, before any one ſtirred a finger againſt Arhalieh: Now 
this is a very different Caſe from railing Rebellions againſt a Prince, 
who is in the poſſeſſion of the Throne , to reſtore an eje&ked 
Prince. . 

2. But this was a peculiar Caſe; for God himſelf had entailed 
the Kingdom of 7#dah on the poſterity of David, and therefore no- 
thing could juſtify their ſubmithon to an Ulurper, when the King's 
Son was found, to whom the Kingdom did belong by a Divine 
entail z and by this, Febcjada juſtifies what he did, Behold, the King's V. 3. 
ſon«ſhall reign, as the Lord hath ſaid of the fons of David. Now when 
God has entailed the Crown by an expreſs declaration of his Will, 
and nomination of the Perſon, or Family, that ſhall Reign ( as it 
was in the Kingdom of Jah _) Subjects are bound to adhere to 
their Prince of God's chuiing, when he is known, and: to perſe- 
cute all Uſurpers to the urmott, and never ſubmit to their Govern- 
ment ; but in other Kingdoms, where God makes Kings, and en- 
tails the Crown, not by expreſs nomination, but by his Providence, 
the placing a Prince in the Throne, and ſetling him there in the full 
adminitiration of the Government, is a reaſon to ſubmit tohim, as 
to God's Ordinance and Miniſter. 

*But-it .45 turther urged, That according to theſe Principles, all Obje@. 
Kings are ſet up by God, and yet God expreſly charges Iſrael with 
making Kings without him, Hoſea 8. 4. They have ſet up Kings, but 
not by me 3 they have made Princes, and I knew it not. REN 

Now 1. This is not true as to all the Kings of Iſrael, after their Anſw. 
ſeparation from the Tribe of Tudab ; tor ſome of the Kings WCTE 
ſet up by God's own appointment and nomination, as Feroboam and 
Feb, and their poſterity : So that this can be true only of thoſe 
Kings, who Reigned over Iſrael between the Poltcrity of Feroboam 
and chu, and' atter the Kingdom was taken from the Line of 

bu. 

Y 2. One of theſe Kings was Bazaſhah, who flew Nadab the Son of x Kings 
Feroboam, and made himſclt King without God's expreſs nomina- 1 F- 27+ 
tion and appointment, and yet God tells him, T exalted thee out of "6: 2: 
the duſt, and made thee Prince over my people Iſrael. And all the other 

Kings, who were not nominated by God, nor anointed by any Pro- 

phet, no more than Baaſha was, were yet (et up by God, as he 

Was, | | 

3. The true Anſwer then is this: Iſrael was originally a Theocracy 
as well as 7xdah; and though God — them at their requeſt 
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to have Kings, yet he reſerved the appointment of them to himſelf; 
and therefore, as in the Kingdom of Judah, he entailed the Crown 
on David's Poſterity, {o he appointed Feroboam to be the fixtt King 
in Iſrael, and they ought, when that Line was cut off, to have con- 
ſulted God, and received his nomination, by his Prophets, of a 
new King 3 but inſtead of that, when Feroboam's Line, and Febhr's, 
were cut off, who were the only Kings named by God, and a- 
nointed by his Prophets, they ſubmitted to any, who could ſet 
themſelves over them: This was a great fault in a people who were 
under the immediate Government of God ; for hereby they tell out 
of the ttate of Theocracy, into the common condition of the rctt of 
the World, where Kings arc ſet up by the Providence of God, as 
Baaſha was, but not by his appointment and nomination 5 which 
was the privilege of Tſrael, but which it ſeems they deſpiſed and 
neglected, as no privilege or favour; as great a Crime, as for Eſau 
to coitern his Birth-right 3 and theretore are very julily reproved 
for it by God, and charged with it as a great crime, it being in ct- 
fe, a renouncing their prerogative, of being God's peculiar Peo- 
le. 
F 34ly, To juſtify this Doctrine of Obedience and Allegiance to 
the preſent Powers, there is an Argument, which I know time Men 
willnot like, but mutt be a good Argument to thoſe, who moit fcru- 
ple the new Oath; viz. That it is founded on the fame Principle with 
the Doctrine of Non-reſijtance and Paſſtve-obedience, and theretore both 
mult be true, or both falſe ; for it is founded on this Principle, 
That God makes Kings , ard invetts them with his Authority ;, 
which cqually proves, That all Kings, who have received a Sove- 
raign Authority from God, and are in the actual adminiſtration of 
it (which is the only evidence we have that they have received it 
from God ) mutt be obeyed, and mult not be retilted. Sct atide 
this Principle, That all Soveraign Princes rcccive their Auchority 
from God, and I grant that Non-reiitiance .is nonſenſe; for there 


' is no other irrefiftible Authority, but that of God. If God have 


given a Soveraign Authority to them, they are immediately his 
Minitters, and unaccountable to their Subjects ; but it they reccive 
their Authority trom Men, and human Laws, I cannot imagine, 
that their Power is any more than a Trufi, of which they muit give 
an accvunt to thoſe who have entrultcd them with it, according to 
thoſe Laws, by which they wcre entrutied to exerciſe that Power ; 
ton whether there. be auy cxprets provition imade in the Law to call 


them: 
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them toan account or not, the nature of the thing proves, that if 
they receive their Power from Men, they are accountable to them ; 
for thoſe who give Power, may take an account of the uſe and 
abuſe of it. 


I am fare St. Pau], who moſt expreſly teaches this DoErine of Rom. r 3. 


Non-refiftance, joyns thele two tog:ther, Obedience to the preſent 
Powers, and Non-reliſtance, and deduces them both from the ſame 
Principle, That all Power is of God: Let every. ſoul be ſubjed to the 
higher powers, for all power is of God ; the powers that be, are ordained of 
God; be therefore that reſijteth the power, refiteth the ordinance of God, and 
they that refit, ſhall receive to themſelves damnation. 

And Bp. OveraPs Convocation Book, which is lately publiſhed, the 
principal deſign of which is to affert the irreliftible Authority 
of Sovereign Princes, does as plainly affert this too, That all ſetled 
Governments, whatever their beginnings were, have God's Au- 
thority, and mult be obeyed 3 of which, more above : For thoſe 
wiſe Men , who fate in that Convocation, plainly ſaw the nece(- 
ſary connexion between Non-retiltance, and Obedience to the pre- 
fent Powers; both which were equally reſolved into the Authority 
of God, in removing Kings, and ſetting up Kings. So that Obe- 
dier.c: and Allegiance to the preſent Powers, when they are once 
well ſetled among us, is fo far from being a renouncing of the 
Doctrine of Non-relittance and Patlive-obedience, that thoſe who re- 
fulc to comply, muſt renounce the only Principle whereon that 
Deodrine is realonably founded, and conlequentially renounce the 
Dodrine it (clt. 

4thly, To fay, That when the Divine Providence has removed 
one King, and ſet up another, we mult not own this new Prince,, 
nor pay the Duty of Subjects to him, if he have no Legal Right, 
is to deny God's Authority to remove Kings, or to ſet up Kings 
ag2inft Human Law; for he cannot make a King , it he cannot 
oblige 1s to obey him 3 nor can he remove a King, if he cannot 
diſcharge us from cur Allegiance to' him; and thoſe are bold men 
who will venture to {ay,in plain contradiction to Scripture, that God 
cannot remove or {et up Kings. 

5thly. Nay this limits the Providence of God, in governing Kings, 
aud protecting Innocent and Injured Subjects: We ſay, the Punith-- 
ment of Sovereign Princes, whoare unaccountable to their Subjedas, 
is peculiar to God, who is the King of kings; and thus we anſwer: 
the Objections agaialt Non-Reliſtance, That it Princes abuſe their: 
Power,, 
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Power, God will puniſh them for it, and deliver their oppreſſed 
Subjects; butit ſeems God has no way to do this, but either to turn 
their hearts.,or to take them out of the World; for he carnot-remove 
them trom the Throne ; or if he does, the Subjcas are never the 
better for it 3 for they mult not own any other Prince, though he 
would be never ſo kind to them ; but muſt bring new calamities 
upon themſelves by an obſtinate adhering to their old Prince , and 
provoking the new one: This ſecms very hard, that when God has 
actually deliycred us, we mult refaſc our deliverance; That we will 
not allow God to dcliver us, unleſs he do it by Law; as if God 
were as much contined to human Laws, as Men are : It is cnouygh, 
mcthinks, if we ſutfter patiently, without violating the Laws to de- 
liver our ſ{clves; but let God who is above all human Laws, dcai- 
ver us what way he plcalſes. 

6thly, Thit which is full more conſiderable, is the neccIity of 
Government to preſerve humar Societies z for human Socictics mult 
not diflolve into a Mob, or Mr. Hzbbs's ftate of Nature, becauſe the 
Leg] Prince has loſt his Throne, and can no longer govern. Biſhop 
Sanderſon tells us, That the end of Civil Covernment, -and of that 
Obedicnce which 1s duc toit. is the Satety and Tranquility of Hu- 
man Socictics ; and therefore whatever is neceflary and uſetul to 
this end, becomes our Duty ; for the End preſcribes the Means. 
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Ard therefore this Great Man, and the moſt zealous Loyalifts, do 
own it lawful for Subjccts to pay ſome kind ot ſubmultion, and-com- 
pliance, to Uſurped Powcrs. Let us then examine what it 1s they al- 
low, and whether it an{wers-the great End, which gives Law in 
all thcſe Caſes, The ſafety and tranquility of Ruman Socicties. 

Thcy grant then, that we may obey the Laws of ſuch a Prince, 
who has no Right or Authority to make them, it they contain no- 
thing which is ſinful (which is an exception agamft all Laws, 
whatever Prince makes them) ard may detend our Countrey againſt 
a Forcign Enemy. may adminiſter Juitice to reward the Good, and 

unith the Wicked, and preſerve the Trade and Commerce of the 
Nation : but then we muſt have no regard to the Authority of the 
Prince, nor of his Laws ; for he has no Authority, and his Laws do 
pot oblige the Conſcience 3 but we may thus far comply to prelerve 
Our 
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our ſelves, our Lives, and Fortunes, and Eſtates, and for the good 
of the Community,and out of gratitude to the Reigning Prince ter his 
protection, and the many Bleitings they enjoy under his Govern- 
ment z though a late Writer thinks this gratitude a little too much, 
and not owing to an Vſurper; which ſecms firange; for I will thank 
any man, and m2zke gratetul Returns too of his kindneſs, who has 
rower ( whaicve: his Authority be ) to do me hurt, and does me 
none, but a great dcal of good. I am ſorry Loyalty , which is a 
very great Viriac, ſhould put men out of conceit with any kind-or 
in{tznces of Graticudez which I think is not a leſs Virtue than that. 
But tho I greatly reverence the profound Judgment of Biſhop San- 
derſon, | cannot be of his mind in this point; if the Safety and 
Tranquility of Human Socicties requires any thing of us, it bot re- 
quires and juliines a great deal more. 

For 1. As he ſtates the matter, this deſtroys Civil Government, 
and a governed Society for here is neither King, nor Subject, no 
Authority to Command, nor Duty to Obey ; and I ſuppoſe no Man, 
who contiders it well, will call this a Civil Government, or a Ct- 
vil Socicty, to which Authority and Obedience is Efſential: He 
would have a Civil Society preſerved, this is the fundamental Law 
of ali; but he will allow no Authority to ſupport it , which is as 
vain a delign , as to reſolve to maintain the Supertiructure , but to 
take away the Foundation. The Prince governs by force without 
Authoricy 3 the Subject obeys for fear or gratitude, without a ſenſe 
of Duty, which may laſt as long as the Princg has Power, or the 
Subjects are in good Humour, and no longer; and is this a ſure 
bottom, for the Safety and Tranquility of Human Societies ? It Hu- 
man Socictics muſt be preſerved, then the necefſities of Government 
give Authority to the Prince , and lay an Obligation of Duty on 


the Subjze&; it God will preſerve Human Societies, we muſt. 


conclude, that when he removes one King out of the Throne, 
he gives his Authority to him whom he places there ; for 
without Authority , Human Societies muſt disband 3; Power 
may tye them together a while, but can never unite them into 4 


Civil Body, without the Bands and Ligaments of Duty and Con» 


{cience. | 
2. For I would ask, Whether the care of my own Preſervation, 
and the publick Duty, and Gratitude to the Government for my 
Protection, do oblige'me in Conſcience to obey and ſubmit to the 
Government, and the Prince who Governs, and to wiſh and Pray 
r, 
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for, and do my utmoſt to endeavour their Proſperity ? If it does, T 
ſee no difference between this and Allegiance ; and what I am bound 
in Counſcience to do, I may ſwear to do: If it does not, then I am 
at Liberty to diſturb the Government , notwithſtanding all my 
gratitude, when I can; nay, am under Obligation by my Al- 
legiance to the Diſpoſſeſſed Prince, to do it when I can; and how 
does this contribute to the Safety and Tranquility of Human Socie- 
ties? 

3. Suppoſe then the Government does not think its felt ſafe, to 
leave all Men ar Liberty to diſturb it when they pleaſe, and when 
they have a promiſing Opportunity to do it, but ſhould require an 
Oath of Fidelity from them, which, we ſee, is the univerſal Pra- 
ice of all Governments 3; what ſhall Subjects do in this 
Calc? 

According to theſe Principles, no Subje&t , when his Rightful 
Prince, to whom he owed, or to whom he had ſworn Allegiance 
(which the Biſhop makes the ſame Caſc) 3s diſpoſleſied, ought to 
{wear Fidelity and Allegiance to any other Princez and now, then 
Ict us ſuppoſe, that they all did their Duty, and retufed this Oath, 
and the Prince had power cnough to compel them ; what mutt be 
the cftc& of this, but the utter Ruin and Deftruction of the Nati- 
on? The Land, indeed, would remain as it was, and where it 
was, for that can't be removed ; but the People of it muſt cither be 
deftroycd, or impriſoned, or tranſplantcd into ſome Forcign Coun- 
trics, as was formerly practiced in the Eaſtern Conquelts , witneſs 
the Ten Tribes, who were carried away Captive, and the Country 
new peopled ; and is not this a Diſſolution of Human Socicty ? And 
if the Preſervation of Human Society, be the great ultimate end of 
Covernment, and will juſtify what it makes neceſſary, nothing 
can be a Duty, which if univerſally obſerved , muſt unavoidably 
in all ſuch Revolutions of Government , deftroy Human Socic- 
ties, | 
For to ſay, That it can never be ſuppoſed, that all, or the great- 
eſt part of any Kingdom in ſuch Revolations will adhere to their 
Duty. and obſtinatcly refuſe to ſwear Allegtance to a new Prince, 
and that is ſufficient to preſerve the Nation, tho ſome few conſcien- 
tious People ſuffer by jt, does not alter the Caſe; for ftill, accord- 
ing to theſe Principles, Human Societies in ſuch Revolutions can- 
not be preſerved without Sin ; for it all Men did their Duty, they 


muſt all be deſtroyed: Now, I believe it will be hard to perſwade 
any 
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auy conſidering Men. , that that which in ſuch Caſes is neceſſary to 
preſerve a Nation, is a Sin; and that which will-infallibly deftxoy 
it, is a Duty and Virtue; if we allow the ſafety and preſervation of 
Human Societies, to be the great Law of all. 

4. I obſerve further, that as cautious as the Biſhop is, That we 
ſhould pay Obedience to Uſurptd powers, without owning their Au- 
thority ; yet he is forced to allow us to do ſuch things for the pub- 
lick Good, as cannot be done without owning the Authority z as 
the Detence of our Country againtt a Foreign Enemy, and the Ad- 
minitiration, ot publick Jukice; for this muſt be done by Commil- 
lion from the King, and, Ifuppoſe, to take a Commithon from him, 
owns his Authority , and owns it to be a good Authority ; for it 
they hang any Man cither by Military Diſcipline, or Civil Juſtice, 
and have not good Authority for it, they are Murdercrs. The 
truth is, to exerciſe all the Acts of Civil Government, which are 
neceſſary for the Community , without owning the Autherity of 
the Prince, in whoſe Name, and by whoſe Authority all is tranſ- 
ated, is a Riddle to me; if we muſt not own the Authority of the 
Prince, we muſt do nothing by his Authority, and then Civil Go- 
vernment in fuch Caſes mutt ceaſe, and Human Sociertes difſolve. 
So that the preſervation of Human Societies does of necethity torce 
us to own the Authority, even of Vſurped Powers; and if the preſer- 
vation of Human Societies be the end of Civil Government, and 
the reaſon of that Obedience which we owe to Government, as the 
Biſhop afſextsz then when an obltinate Allegiance to the Diſpoſſeſſed 
Prince mult diffolve Civil Government, the reaſon of that Allegi- 
ance ccaſes , and therefore that Allegiance malt be at an end ; and 
when Allegiance to Ufurped Powers, is neceſſary to the preſervation 
of the Society, it muſt become a Duty. ER 

5. The Biſhop reſolves all this into the preſumed Conſent of the pd. $:8. 
cj<&ted Prince, that his Subjcas thould rather conſult their own 21. 
ſafety by a modett compliance with the preſent Powers, than bring 
certain Ruin upon themſelves by an unſeaſonable Oppolition: Now 
tho I conteſs, I lay no fireſs upon a preſumed Conſent; yet, if we 
will preſume, we ſhould. preſume all that is reaſonable, that is, all 
that is neceſſary for the Preſervation of his Subje&t3, when he can 
govern them, and protec them no longer; and then we may pre- 
{ame his Conſent to Oaths of Allegiance and Fidelity, when this is 
neceſſary to their preſervation ; and I can very cally preſume, that 
Princes think: this a leſs fault, than ſome Subjcd&s doz they know 
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what they themſelves expe froth Subjects, where they have Power, 
whatever their Right be, and theretore cannot complain of their 
Subjeas , it they pay it to another Prince, in whoſe Power they 
are; this is the Practice of the whole World, and Princes know 
itz and may as reaſonably be preſumed. to allow it, as any other 
Act of Obcdience and Subjz<&ion to Uſurped Powers. And tho 1 
will not meddle with that Queſtion , Whether a King's leaving his 
Kingdom ina great Fright, without any one to Govern and Pro- 
tet his Subjects, be to all intents and purpoſes an Abdication of 
the Goverrmecnt? Yet one may reaſenably preſume , that a King, 
who torfakes his Kingdem to conſult his own Safety, will give his 
Subje&s leave to conſulc theirs; if this will juttity a King to 
fave hinic1t by leaving his Kingdom ; why will it not juſtify Sub- 
zeats, when thar Ring has Iete them. to tubmit and comply with 
the prevailing towers, as far a$1s'ne<ceflary to preferve themlelves ? 
That is, even by Oarhs of Allegiance, it that be neceflary: Sclt- 
pretervation 3s as muci a Law to Subjeas, as to the Prince; and he 
is as much ſworn to Govern ard Protect his Subjcas, as they are 
to Obcy and Petend him; and if the necetlities ot Selt-preſervati- 
on abſfolve tim from his Oath of governing and proteQing his 
Pcople; I detire to know, why the ſame necetfity will not abſolve 
Subjects from their Oatis to their Prince ? Protection and Allegi- 
ance are nct ſo recipro.al ,-as to be. the neceflary Conditions cf 
each other; that it a Prince violate his Oath of Governing by Law. 
and inftead of Protecting does Oppreſs his Subjz&s , Subjcets are 
then freed trom their Vath o Allegiance, ard may take Arms againtt 
their Prince; tor tho Protection and Detence are the Duties of Re- 
latives, of a Prince and his Subjeas; yet they are not necefiarily 
{uch Relative Duties, as that ncither of them can be pertormed 
unleſs both be. A Prince may govern by Law, and protect his 
Subjects, and yct in Fact they deny their Allegiance to him ; and 
Subjects may pay their Allegiance to their Prince when he Opprcl- 
fes thum; theſe Duties may be diſtindly and {cparately obſerved, 
and therctore do not in ticir own Nature, either inter or detiroy 
each other. Fur Government and Allegiance are fuch Rela- 
tives. as do mito fe poncre & tolere; the one cannot fſublilt 
without the othcr: it the Prince can't Govern , the Subject can't 
Obcy ; and therefore , as tar as he quits his Government , he 
quits their Allzgiance, and Icaves his Subjects as he docs his Crown, 
tw be pofteſicd by another , and muſt recover them both together 
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He may have a Legal Right to both, but he cannot aRually have 
the Subjedts Allegiance without the Crown ; nor can Subjects pay 
him their Allegiance, without his being reſtored to the Poſſciſion of 
his Throne, no more than they can obcy, when he can't command ; 
or ſubmit, when he has no Power to govern ; or defend his Perſon 
and Crown, when he has withdrawa his Perfon and left his Crown. 


This is as certain as any Propolitiun in Logzck; and to extend Alle- 


giance bcyond the Actual Adminittration of Government, is to pre- 
t-rve a Relative without its Correlate : for wien one of the Rela- 
rives is lott, the Relation is deltroyed, and nothing but the Memory 
of it lett. 

7thly, The'ed Principles anſwer all the ends of Government, 


both tor the ſecurity of che Prince and Subjects, aid that is a good. 


Argument wy believe them true. 

A Prince who isin Poſſetlion, is ſecured in Poſſefion by them, (as 

tar as any Principles can ſecure him ) againſt all Arrempts of his 
Savj:&s, who mult reverence God's Authority inhim; and ſubmit 
to him without Retittance, though they are ill uſed. \ 

They will not indeed ſerve the Revolutions of Governmeht, to 
remove one King, anJ fet up znother 3 and it they would, Princes 
might be jealous of thcm; to: whatever Service they might do them 
at one turn, they might do them as great Ditſervice at another : 
The. Revolutions ot Government are not the Subjects Duty, bur 
God's Prerogative ; and therefore It is not likely that he has pre- 
ſcribed any certain Rules or Methods for the overturning and 
changing Government, which he Keeps in his own hands, and 
which when he {ces fir todo it, henever wants ways and means of 
doing. 

But when any Prinz is ferled in the Throne, by what means ſo- 
ever it be, theſe ''rinciples put an end to all di ſputes of Right and 
Title, and bind his Sabjcs to him by Dury and Conlcience, an4 a 
Reverence of God's Authority ; which is the fatreit hold he can 
poilibly have of them ; fo? thoſe whom Religion will not bind, no- 
thing but Force can. 

And therefore theſe are the only Principles witch in ſuch Revo- 
lutions can make Government ealie both to | FG and Pcoplez and 
it Government mult be preſerved in all Revolutions, thole are the 
belt Principles which are moſt for the eaſe and futery of it. 

But on the other hand, fuch an immoveable and unalterable Al 
legiance, as is thought due only to a Legal Right and Title, and 
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muſt be paid to none, bat toa Legal and Rightful Prince, ſerves no 
ends of Government at all ; but overturns all Government, when 
ſuch a Prince is diſpoſſeſſed of his Throne, how long ſoever he con- 
rinue diſpoſſefied ; And what long Inter-regnums may this occalion, to 
the diſſolution of Human Socictics ? 

If you ſay that this is the beſt Principle to prevent all Revolutions 
of Government, when it is known, that Subjects are bound in Con- 
ſcience not to fubmit to any Illegaland Uſurping Powers ; and this 
's very much tor the peace and f(ecurity of Human Societies 3 I: 
anſwer, 

I, It this Principle would prevent all Revolutions of Govern- 
ment, it is a demonſtration againſt it, that it 1s a bad Principle, a 
meer Huinan Invention, which cannot come from God. For tince 
God has reſerved to himlſelt his Sovereign Prerogative of removing 
Kings, and fetting up Kings ; lince this is ſoractimes necefſary tor 
the preſervation of the Church, and the deliverance of the Good 
from Oppreition and Tyranny, and for the jutt Puniſhment either of 
King or People ; it 1s imputhible that he thould give' any ſuch Laws 
to mankind. as ſhall debar him from the exerciſe of this Preroga- 
tive, in what way hepleaſes ; yet it is certain God cannot make 
Kings, it he cannot ob)1ge Subjects to obey thcm 3 and that he can- 
not do, if thcy mult obey and {ubmit only to Legal Kings. 

2, It is evident, That this Principle was either unknown to the. 
World betore, ( aid thacisan argument that it is not the natural 
{enſe of mankind ), or cl{e, That this Principle cannot prevent the 
Revolutions of Government ; for there have becu ſuch Revolu- 
tions in all Ages, and I believe will be to the end of the World. 

3. Since then ſuch Revolutions will happen, fuch Principles as 
muſt diſſolve Human Societies , when ſuch Revolutions happen, or 
expoſe the molt innocent and conſcientious men to the greatclit Sut- 
terings, without ſcrving any good cnd by them, cannot. be true ; 
for the end of Government 1s the Preſervation ot Human Socictics, 
and therctore that can be no good Principle of Government, which 
in any turn of Aﬀairs, it purſued , muſt diflolve Human So- 
eicties. | 

Nor can that bea true Principle, which at any time obliges ho- 
nelt men toloſe their Lives,their Eftates,their Libertics,iv oppoſition 
to the Government of the Nation wherein they live, when they 
may prclerve them all by Obedicnce and Submiſhon to the Govern- 
ment: I 2m ſure the Scripture teaches us to ſuffer patiently in Obe- 
dience. 
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dience to Government, but not to ſuffer in Oppoſition to it : And 
when the very Reaſon of our Obedience tv Government, is for the 
preſervation of Human Societies, and. that we our {elves may enjoy 
the Bletlings of Government, it ſcems very lirange to extend this 
Duty to the overthrow of Human Societies, and to deny our ſelves 
the Security and the Bl.flings of Gevernment 3 which is to extend 
a Duty to ſuch caſes, as contradict the only Reaſon, whereon that 
Duty is founded. 

Itis true, we mult in all cafes be contented to ſuffer in doing our 
Duty ; for we mult chuſe rather to ſuffer than to tin and it 1s no 
Argument that any thing ceaſes to be my Duty, bec2ule it expoſes 
me to Suff:ring: But then we mult be very ſure that it is our Duty ; 
that it is exprelly enjoyned us by the Laws of God or Nature, before 
we venture to ſuffer for it : But when we are to learn our Duty, 
1>t from any expreſs Law of God or Nature, but from the Rea- 
ſon and Nature ot things, it is a ſuthicient Argument, that is not 
my Duty, which will expoſe m2 to great Suttzrings, without ſerving 
any good end ; nay, which expoſes me to Sufferings, tor contradict- 
ing the natural end and intcation of that Duty, tor which I pretend 
to ſuffer, 
4+ But let usgrant th:t this Principle is the belt Security to the 
Rights of Princes is the Right of any Prince? fo Sacred as to ſtand 
in compctition with the very being of Human Societies, and the 
ſafety and preſ:rvation of all his Subj:&s 5 And mult we then de- 
fend a Prince's Right, with the deſtruction of the Nation, andthe 
Ruin of all his Subje&s ? Which is molt n:ceffary, That the Nati- 
on {ſhould be governed, or, That ſuch a Prince {hould govern it ? 
And if he be driven outof his Kingdoms. and cannot govern, mult 
we then have no Governm:n: ? Or how {hall the N «tion be govern- 
ed, if Subjects are bound in conſcience to obey, and pay Allegiance . 
to no other Prince ?. This 15 to make all mankind the Slaves and}. 
Properties of Princes ; as it all men were made fur Princes, not . 
Princes for the government of men. 

This, I think, is abundancly ſuthcient to juſtihe our: O>:dience 
and Allegiance to the preſent Powers, though ic ſhould at any time 
happen, that the Legal and Rightful Prince ſhould loſe his Throne. 

But thzre is a great prejudice agiinit all chis; for fo I call it, ra- 
ther than an Oaje&ion ; for there is no Argument in it, nor can it be 
formed into an Argument 3 viz. that this will equally ſerve all Revo- 
lations of Government, whatever they be: Upon thele Principles we 

might : 


46 


The Caſe of the Allegiance 


might {ubmir anc ſwear to a Kump Parliament, or to another ProteCor, 
or tO a Committee of Safety, or whatever elſe you pleaſe: And yet 
under that Uturpation. the Loyal Nobility, Gentry, and Clergy, 
thought thernfelves bound in Conſcience to oppole that Uturpation 
at thoir uctmoti peril ; And ſhall we Arraign them all, as retifiing 
God's Ordinance by their oppolition to thote Uſurped Powers, and 
their attempts to reftore their King, to his Throne ? 

This, as I obſerved, is a great prejudice, but no Argument 
tor it theſe Principles be true, and according to theſe Principles 
Lacy might have complied with thoſe Uſurpations ; that they did 
not. 1s no confuration of them. 

But yer, 1 ſuppoſe, all Men fee a vaſt difference between thele 
two Caſcs, I 1s evident thoſe Loyal perio! ns, both of the Clergy 
and Laity, who ſuffered in the former Cauſe, and have now com- 

plicd with the preſent Government, think there is a vait difference 
& tween thems and muti think themſelves more reproached and 
mip IIcd : Wy ſuch a Compariton, than by fuch Principles as jultity 
their picfent com PHance: And the great Body of the. Nobility, 
Gonty. min Clergy, wio have {won Allegiance to their preſent 


Metis, 14 tzke 't very ill to be thought lefs Loyal than thote 
Weic. who 9-2: or Ixme Ch arles }, ana Il. ONE. thoſe Ulſur- 
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uy what 5 it that m2 = this differences? It you will allow the 


fuppotition, That the fi, ghttul King 15 difpoiſcl :d.; and that in 
fu.h6 a calc it 1slavwtul rocomply with any Governmeruyt, wiich be- 
CON:CSTIA1C (ecled Government 0 t the > Nations 


£-.. 


Ll aniwcior: tie diflexence 55 very great upon all accounts ; and 


Nat Oo man may wonder at the obtitvate Loyalty of rhote days, 
and tre Calic and ready compliances NOW, ( trom whence ſome 
men conclude a ronvuncing the Principles of the old Church-of- 
Engiaid-Loyalty, to the great fcandal ot Religion), I thatl ſhow 
C CIICTENCe UPEnN Many 2Ccounts 3 and all together will be more 
E14n anlwer enough. 
3. Firit then, The great Villanies of thoſe days, in an open and 
barc-tac'a Rebellion, pertitied in attcr the mott Gracious: Offers 
nad Condclccentions ; and in the Barbarous Murder of one of the 
Beit Princes in the World, was enough to prejudice wiſe an good 
men, again it all complian ces, though they had been Jawiul ; tor 
who that cuuld poll ly avoid it, would. {ubhmit to fuchnicn ? 


2. The 
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2. The barbarous Uſage the King's Friends met with, made a 
Submiſſion and Compliance uſeleſs and by 9” I : Thoſe who had 
fought tor their King, or exprefſcd any d.flike of thote Proceedings, 
whom they had any jealouite or ſulvicioa of, or whoſe Eitates they 
had a mind to poſſets themſelves of, were plundered, ſequeſtred, 
impriſoned, forced to {culk and hide at home, or. flie abroad, 
preſerye their Lives and Liberties. 

3. Bihi1ps, Deans, and Prebendaries were turned out, and their 
Lands and Revenues ſold; the Loyal Clergy were Mzlignants tor 
what they hal doae z an4 had no way to k2ep their Livings, el>ect- 
ally it they were of any Value, but by renouncing tie Church of. 
Enzlind, as well as by Su>mittion to that Governinznt, which 1 
belteve, notwith{tanding their ready compliance In taking the Oaths, 
the Clergy at this day would more univerſally have retuſed, than 
they ard then, 

4thly, Another dichculty was, That the whole Government both 
of Church and State was overturied, which was the Fundamental 
Con'ticution of the Nation: Tone King was not only Murdered, 

and th: Righttul Heir driven oat of the Land, but the Monarchy 
it ſelf was deltroyed. and neirher King, Lords nor Coin nns, lett; 

ac a tew of the Houie of Commons, wio by Force and Power 
had turn=d the reitoutot doors, undertook tv govern all, in the 
name of tne Commons of England; which was fuch an Tavalion on 
the Rights and Liberties of their Countrey, ( witch are as facred 
as the Rights of the iLing| ), as requiced the ucmoli oppotlition that 
could be made. And it may be, it it bz w-ll contidered, the De- 

ence of Movarciy, and the Rig his and Prerogatives of the Crown, 
will appear a very material part _ the Oath of Allegiance, which | 
may bind Subj:&s when the Prion of the King is changed 3 and 
may make them think Gemlclves more oblized to reitore (ach a 
Prince, when they canndt reltore Monarchy, and the Ancient Laws 
and Government of the Nation without him. 

5. And moreover it is plain, That their Government was never 
{:tled ; It was frequently changed, and new modelled, which was 
no Argument of Settlementz and which is more than that, they had 
not a National Conſent and Submiſſion. 

M-cn. who were forced, ſubmitted to force ; but the Nation did not 
by any National Act ever own them; tor l think tae Runp-Pariiament, 
who were the Uſurpers themſelves ; or ſome litcle packt Conventicles, 
rather thaa Parl.am-nts, could not b: called the Retreſentatires of the. 
Nation, _ 
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This ſeems to be muchlike the Caſe which Biſhop Overal's Convoce- 
tion-Book, mentions in relation to Antiochus , who had by force kept 
the Fews in ſubj<Qion for ſome ycars; and yet when Mattathias 
rook- Arms in defence of their Religion, they juſtify this Action by 
ſaying, That the Government of Antzochus was not ſetled among * 
them, either by Submiſſion or Continuance ; that is, tho People were 
torced to ſubmit to Power , his Government was not owned by any 
Publick, National Submithon ; and in ſuch Caſes a long continuance 
is required to ſettle a Government ; whereas a National Submiſſion 
{cttles a Government in a ſhort time;as we may conclude from what 
they tell us of the Settlement of Alexander's Government among the 
Fews , who was but a very little while with-them ; but Faddus the 
High-Pricjt , and the Governing-part of the Nation ſubmitting to 
him ; this ſetled his Government in a few days. 

This ſhows how unlike all this was to our preſent Caſe in every 
particular z that thoſe who thought it their Duty never to ſabmir 
to that wicked Uturpation, are now fatished, they may ſubmit with 
a yood Conſcience to their preſent Myjeſties. 

In our preſent Cale, all things are quite contrary to what they 
wwre jn the former ; every thing concurred to make the Nation fond 
of ſuch a Change, and very eaſy under it. 

King, ZFames, more,! hope, by following iil'Counſcls,than by his own 
Inclination, had eficctually removed all Prejudices and Objections 
againlt ſuch'a Revolution, excepting the Obligations of Duty and 
Conſcience. | 

In the late timcs of Rebellion and Uſurpation , all the Friends of 
Monarchy, an1 of the Engl/þþ Government, and of the Church of 
England, and of the Libertics of their Country, and of their own Ho- 
nours and Fortunes, were bound in Interelt totake all Opportunities 
to reftore the King In our late Revolution, the very ſame Reaſons 
an. Interelts diſpoſed all Men to be very welf contented to part with 
their King, if they had known how to dv it honeſtly ; for the Con- 
tinuance ot his Government, by the bold Steps, and extraord: ary 
Methods he had taken, gave them great Apprehentions that all theſe 
were in danger, even the Rights and Prerogatives of the Crown it 
{clf (the preſervation of which was a main end of the Oath of Alle- 
giance) by his Submiſſion to the See of Rome, and rejecting the Nath 
of Srpremacy, and as far as he could, abſolving his Subjects from it ; 
and yet in that Oath alone, we Swear to the Lawfwl Succeltfor, in Op- 
polition to the pretences of the Biſhop of Rome, to depoſe, and ſet up 
ings at plcafure,tor the Service of the Church. This 
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This helpe ſome Men eafily to abſolve themſelves from the 

ates of their Oaths ; for they could not think, that Oaths, 
which were made and impoſed for the Preſervation of a Prote- 
fant Prince, and the Proteſtant Rights and Liberties of Church 
and State, could oblige them to defend and maintain a Prince 
in his Uſurpations, as they thought, on both. 

This made his Subjes, and even his Army deſert his Service, 
when the Prince came with a Foreign Force ; and this made it 
neceſſary for him to leave the Kingdom, and to leave his Subjeas 
in the Hands of the Prince ; which made an eaſfte way for the 
Prince to be placed on the Throne. | 

Now not to diſpute the legalicy of all this, here was nothing 
ſo formidable, as to prejudice an honeſt Man againſt ſubmuffion 
and compliance, as £5 was 1n the late times of Rebellion ;- no- 
thing that could reaſonably hinder a compliance, but an Opini- 
on, that we muſt never pay Allegiance to any but a Legal King; 
and poſlibly had that Point been waved; no Proteſtant would 
have diſputed a quiet and chearful ſubmuflion to the Govern- 
menr. | 
To fight againſt a King, and not to fight for him, Ithink are 
two very difterene things ; and when Kings make it impoflible 
co fight for them, without fighting againſt the Religion and Li- 
berties of our Country, they may thank themſelves, if their Sub- 
eas cannot defend them. Thus 15 a dangerous ſtate Princes 
trons themſelves into, eſpecially where there are different Pers 
ſuaſions in a Nation : when ſome Men think, they may. lawfully 
defend their Religion and Libercies againſt the Uſturpationsof 
their Prince ys au think, they are not bound to defend 
and maintain their Prince in his illegal Uſarpations on their Re- 
ligion and Liberties ;. for a litcle oppoſition without any defence 
will quickly ruin. any Prince. To take a Crown from a Prince, 
and his Liberty and Life with it, and to ſuffer him to leave his 
Crown if he pleaſes, and to deſert his Government, are twa 
very different f_ 

1 cannot indeed think (netther do I believe, that any body elſe 
does) that for a King to leave his Crown and Government in a 
fright is 1n all caſes neceſlarily to be interpreted fuch an Abdica- 
tion as 15 equivalent to a voluntary Reſignation ; whereby he re- 
nounces all future Right and Claim to it. But if he have re- 


duced himſelf to ſuch a Rare, that he is forced for his own pre- 
ſervation 
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ſervation to leave his Kingdom and Government; it 1 plain, 
that in ſome ſence he deaves his Throne” vacant too; that is, 
there is no body in it, tio body in the actual Adminiſtration of 
the Government. 

Thus far I think Subje&ts may be very guileleſs, who do 
not dave the King away, but only ſuffer him quietly to eſcape 
out of his Kingdoms; for this is no Rebellion, no ReſijFance, but 
only Non- 4{/i/Fance, which may be very innocent : for there are 
ſome caſes, wherein Subjects are not bound to. afliſt their Prince 
and if ever there were ſuch a*caſe, this was it. 

What then ſhall Subjes do, when the King 1s gone, and the 


Government Difſolved, the People left in the Hands of another 


Prince, without any Reaſon, or any Authority, or any formed 
Power, to oppole him ? The Governmemt muſt be Adnuniſtred 
by i5me body, unleſs we can be contented, that the Rabble 
ſhould Govern. | 

But I ſhall not meddle with that Interval, between the going 
away of the King, and the Prince's coming to the Throne ; but 
only cofider him as placed in the Throne, and ſettled there. And 
now wecan find no alteration in the Ancient Goverment of the 
Nation, but only the exchange of Perſons ; and all things concur 
to make this a very advantageous and acceptable Change, ex- 


_ cepting ſuch difficulties, as uſually accompany ſuch Revolutions. 


The Morarchy is the ſame {till, and the Three Eſtates of the Na- 
tion the ſame ; the Church of England, and the Laws and Libec- 
ties of the Nation ſecured; and no proſpect of ſecuring them by 
any other means: ſo that here 1s nothing to prejudice any Man 
againſt the preſent Government, or to make the Reſtoration of 
the diſpoſſet]ed Prince neceffary, as there*was in the late Ulur- 
pation, but only a miſtaken Notion of Allegiance to that Prince, 
whom we ſuppoſe to have the legal Right though he be diſpol- 
{zfi2d, and another Eſtabliſhed in his Throne ; which I have 
alreaaly proved to be a miſtake. 

But not to diſpute the legal Right (which is nothing to my pre- 
ſent purpoſe) here 1s a ſettled Government, which was not in the 
former Caſe. | 

Their preſent Maje/ties are 1n the full Pofſeflion of the Throne, 
and Adminiſtration of the Government by a National ſubmiffi- 
on and conſent ; tor though ſome Men diſpute, whether a Con- 
vention of the Eſtates, not called by the Kings Writ be a legal 
Parliament, 
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Pariiament, yet all Men muſt confeſs, that they are the Repreſen- 
tatives of the Nation; or elſe a Nation cat have no Repreſenta-' 
tives, when it has'no King in the Throne, or when there 15 any 
diſpute about the Title to the Crown. 

Now, though this might be improved farther, I ſhall content 
my ſelf only to ſay ; that the conſent and ſubmiflion of the Con- 
vention, eſpecially when confirmed by ſubſequent Parliaments, 
is a National Ac, and makes a Settlement of the Government, 
eſpecially ſince the generality of the Nation have ſo willingly 
and chearfully ſubmitted, and bound their Allegiance by Oath; 
which 1s a very different thing from ſubmitting to mere force, 
when the inclination of the Nation ſtands bent another way; 
when there is nothing but mere force, it may admit ſome diſpute, 
when the Government 15 ſettled ; but though in ſome caſes, it 
may be hard to determine, when the Government is fo ſettled, 
as to make Allegiance due; this is no reaſon to deny Allegiance, 
when. there is a viſlible Settlement, If this be not a ſettled Go- 
vernment, I know not what 1s; Iam ſure, we have reaſon to 

ray for the continuance of it; when nothing can unſettle it, 
his ſuch a Power, as will overturn our Religion and Liberties 
with it. It is indeed commonly 1aid, as I obſerved before, that 
the ſubmiflion of the People without the ſubmiſſion of the 
Prince, cannot transfer the Government ; by which they may 
mean the kegal Right of Government: Now to avoidunnecel- 
ſary Diſputes, ſuppoſe this were true ; yet the ſubmiflion of the 
People, when their Prince has left them, if it cannot give a legal 
Right to another Prince, yet it may give an actual Settlement to 
him ; and that is all we are enquiring after. This I think is a 
ſufficient anſwer to that odious Compariſpn between the late 
Ulſurpations, and this preſent Revolucion. | 

I ſhall conclude the whole with anſwering an Objecion, 
which many, who refuſe the Oaths, place great confidence in; 
and that is from the Laws of the Land : In all ſach caſes as theſe, 
the Laws, they ſay, are the meaſure of our Duty, and the Rule 
of Conſcience, and therefore we muſt own no King, butwhom 
the Law owns to beKing ; that is, in an Hereditary Monarchy, 
the right Heir : and to pay and ſwear Allegiance to- any other- 
Prince, though poſſeſſed of the Throne, when the rightful King 
:s difpoſſefſed, or the right Heir living, 1s contrary to our duty to 
God, becauſe contrary tothe Laws of the Land. 
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1. In anſwerto this | conſider; this is no real Obje&ion againſt 
any thing, I have faid; bur all that I have ſaid, if it prove true, 
15 a {ufficient anſwer tothis.: The Laws of the Land are the Rule 
of Conſcience, when they do not contradict che Laws of God : 
but when chey do, they are no Rule to us; but their obligation 
muſt give place to a Divine Authority. Suppoſe then there were 
an expreſs Law, that the Subje&s of England ſhould own -no \. 
King, but the right Heir; and notwithſtanding this Law (as it 
will ſometimes happen, and has often happened in England) a 
Prince who 1s not che right Heir, ſhould get into the Throne, 
and ſettle himſelf there : If the Divine Law in ſuch a cafe, com- 
mands us to pay all the obedience and duty of Subjects, to a 
Prince in the actual Poſſeflion of the Throne, and the Law 
of the Land forbids it, which muſt we obey, the Law of God, or 
the Law of the Land ? This,.I think 1s no diſpute; and therefore 
it 15 iN vain to urge the Laws of the Land in any caſe, where we 
are under a Superior Authority : let them firſt prove that no King 
is ſet up by God againſt the Laws of the Land ; and then I will 
confeſs, we muſt own none but legal Kings, for we muſt own 
no Kings, whom God does not make, and who have not Gods. 
Authority. 

2. The Engl/ih Monarchy 1s Hereditary, and the lineal Heir 
has the legal Right to the Crown ; grant this : but ſtill we muſt 
coniider, how far this is a Law to all private Subjects ; how far 
every Subject is bound in Conſcience by this Conſtitution, togive 
the Pofleſlion of the Crown to the right Heir, and not to ſuffer 
any one elle cotake it; or if he do, not to pay Allegiance to-him, 
or own him for his King, What Law is there; that ſays this? And 
I chink, the reaſon of the thing does not prove u. The Law does 
not refer the Cognizance of ſuch matters to private Subje&sz and 
therefore they are not by Law bound to take care of it, and I know 
nothing but Law can bind us to a legal Conſtitution. Legal 
Rights muſt be determined by a legal Authority ; and there is no 
Authority can take Cognizance of the Titles and Claims of 
Princes, and the diſpoſal of the Crown, but the Eſtates of the 
Realm : They indeed are obliged to take notice of the legal. 

elcent of the Crown, and it through miſtake or any other 
cauſe, they ſet the Crown upon a wrong Head, they muſt an- 
{wer for it ; but private SubjeRs, who have no legal Cognizance 
of the matter, are bound by no Law, that I know of, to diſown 

a King, 
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a King, whom the Efates have owned, though they ſhould think 


the Right is in another. If Authority may not over-rule private 
Subjeas in theſe caſes, even againſt their own private Opinions, 


and juſtifie their Obedience to a King, who is placed in the 
Throne, Subjects are in a very ill-caſe, who have no Authoricy 
to Judge, and no Power to Refiſt : There are numerous.caſes, 


whefein Subjects muſt acquieſce in the determinations of a. legal 
Authority againſt what they think a legal Right: the reaſon 


and neceflities of Government require it; and the Law, which 


gives a Right, will not allow us to vindicate our Right againſt a. 


legal Authority. And therefore it does not follow merely from 


the Law of Succeflion, that Subjects are bound in Conſcience to own: 


no King, whois not the rightful Heir: And Duty and Conlſci- 


ence in Obedience to Laws, 1s the only thing I am now inquiring. 


afcer. 


what our Conſtitution allows in this point ; yet it is the declared 


Judgment of ſome of the beſt Lawyers of former days, and fo. 


3. Tho I have not sill enough in Law, to know certainly: 


$3: 


far as I can learn, the moſt common and prevailing Opinion 


ſtill, That our Laws do allow and require Allegiance to a King: 


de fafo, who 1s in Poſlefiion of the Throne without a legal Right. 


And this they have done in the Reigns of legal and rightful. 


Kings, as my Lord C6. Fuft. Coke, No ion in Bagget's Caſe, 
my Lord Ch, Fuft. Hales, my Lord Ch. Fuſt. Bridgman in the Try- 


al of the Regicides, in Anſwer to Cook's Plea z who allowed the: 
Law, but would not allow his Caſe to be within the purview 
of t. Now when the Diſpute is meerly about the Senſe of the. 


Law, to judge rightly of which, requires ſome skill in Law, and 


a great deal more than I can pretend to;- Which is the ſafeſt. 
way to reſolve my Conſcience ? Whether to adhere-to my own- 
Judgment, againſt the Judgments 'and Opinions of the ableſt. 
Judges and Lawyers? or. to rely on their Judgments ( when: 
tkearned Men generally agree in it) tho 1 do not comprehend, 


the Reaſons of their Opinions ? 


In moral and natural Duties, which every Man may- and muſt. 


underſtand for himſelf, the Caſe is different ; we muſt not there 
rely wholly upon Authority, eſpecially not againſt the Reaſon 


and Sentiments of our own Minds, tho Authority 1s in that Caſe. 
of great uſe to over-rule meer Doubts and Scruples ; but when 


the Caſe of Conſcience is a meer Point of Law, and we con- 


clade - 
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clude that to be our Duty which the Law determines, T am of 
Opinion, That Judges and learned Lawyers, eſpecially when 
they have determined 'the matter without any Byaſs on them, 
or any proſpect of our preſent Afﬀeairs, are the beſt Caſuits, be- 
cauſe they underſtand the Law beſt. ; | 

That we muſt obey and ſubmit to our Prince, 1s a Duty which 
the Laws of God and Nature enjoyn; and we muſt not ſuffer 
any Man, be he Lawyer or Divine, to perſuade us, that this 1s 
not our Duty: but what Prince we muſt obey, and to what par- 
ticular Prince-we muſt pay-our Allegiance, the Law of God does 
not tell us, but this we muſt learn from the Laws of the Land. 
Here is a Queſtion then ariſes, Whether the Subjects of England 
( when ſuch a Caſe happens) muſt pay their Allegiance to the 
King de jure, who is diſpotſetied of his Throne, or to the King 
de fafo, who is poſſeſſed of tt without a legal Right 2 Now will 
theſe Men, who ground their Difſent upon the Laws of the 
Land, abide by the Deciſion of the Law ? It they will not, Why 
do they infiſt on it, and urge it, as an unanſwerable ObjeRtion ? 
If they will, Who muſt judge of the Senſe of the Law, and from 
whom muſt they learn it? for every one is not a competent 
Judge cf this matter, tho he thinks he very well underſtands the 
Grammatical Senſe and Conſtruation of Words. And is it not 
moſt reaſonable to think that to be the Senſe of the Law, which 
learned Judges and Lawyers have agreed 1s the Senſe of 1t? Is it 
not reaſonable to take that to be the Senſe of the Law, which has 
been the Senſe of Weſtminſter-Hall, and 1s like to be fo again, if 
we think fit to try ut? 

I do not think it ſo dangerous to miſtake in a human Law, as 
1n natural or divine Laws; our Obligation to obey human Laws, 
15 that Obedience which 1s due to Government, and then what- 
ever we apprehend the Senſe of the Law to be, we muſt not pre- 
tend to obey human Laws in our Senſe, in oppoſition to Govern- 
ment: if we miſtake with Authority, and obey the Law in that 
Senſe which has been allowed 1n all Reigns, even of the moſt 
rightful Kings, we are ſafe in Conſcience: And he who will ad- 
vance another Senſe of the Law, upon confidence of his own 
private Judgment, and venture his Eſtate and Fortune, his Liber- 
ty and Life on 1t, I think does neither wiſely for himſelf, nor 
pays that deterence he pretends to Government. 


But 
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But here is an Oath concerned; and danger - of- Perjtiry, if 
having ſworn Allegiance to K, Fame: while he 6 living, we ſwear 
away our Allegiance from him to. K. Williams and Q. Mary.: 'but 
I ſuppoſe legal Oaths muſt be expounded by the Laws” and if by 
the Law of the Land Allegiance to K. Fame: ceaſes, as beint 
out of Poſſeffion, our Oath can oblige us no'longer'; and/if by 
the Law of the Land we owe Allegiance to K.Wiliam and Q.Mary 
as in Poſſeffion of the Throne, then we may, and" ought, to 
ſwear Allegiance to them : and this being a point of Law, muſt 
be decided by the proper Judges of it; for, if we keep an Oath 
- when the Law does not allow 1t, and refuſe an Oath when the 
Law requires it, we tranſgreſs the Law. And'this is not the 
only legal Oath, wherein Men govern chemſelves'by Judgments 
of Law, I am ſure as much, and [ think more plainly agamft the 
expreſs Words of the Law, than can be pretended in the Oath 
of Allegiance; I mean the Oath of Simony, in which Men ſwear 
in as general Words as can bz thought of, againſt all Bargains or 
Contracts, eicher,direaly or indirectly, for the obtaining ſach a 
Living, or Spiritual Pcefermentz and yet make no Scruple of any 
{\uch Contracts, as are not ahudged Smnuny 'in Weſtminſter-Hall, 
tho they ſeem included in thoſe general Words. And it we will 
not allow it. to*be aſafe Rule of Conſcience to obey Laws, and 
to take legal Oaths, in that Senſe which Courts of Juftice, or 
learned Judges and Lawyers: give of them, tho we muſt*abide by 
their Judgments when it comes to be tryed whether we have bro- 
ken or kept theſe Laws; Subjects are in an 11] Condition both 
with reſpect to their Conſciences, their Lives, and Eſtates. 

This might very-well ſerve in Anſwer to the Argument from 
Law; for ut is acknowledged, That'there is great Authoricy for 
our Allegiance to a King de fao, when the King de jure 1s dil- 
poſſeſſed : but I hav2 a mind to conſider this matter a litele farther... 

There is a Book lately Printed, Entituled, The Caſe of Allegi- The Cafe 
ance to & King in Poſſeſſion : The learned Author has taken a great , ajjepi. 
deal of pains in con(idering our Statutes and Hiſtories; and his ance, &-. 
Deſign is to prove, that my L. Ch. Fuft. Coke was miſtaken in 
his Opinion, That the Statute of Treaſon 25 Ed. 3. C. 2. to be 
underſtood of a King in Poſſeſſion of the Crown and Kingdom ; for if 
there be a King regnant it Poſſe/jion, tho be be Rex de facto, & non \ 
de ure, yer he x Seignior, le Rov: within the Purveiw of this Sta- 
tute; and the other that hath Right, and i out . of Poſſeſſion, - 
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within the AF. It is too long a Book to be particularly anfwwer- 


ed here; but as I apprehend, his Fault is, that he does nor rea- 


ſon right upon matters of Fact; and ſome of his fandamental 


Miſtakes may be anſwered in a imall compaſs: and I chooſe the 
rather to do it, becauſe they are the very ſame Miſtakes that 


impoſed upon me for ſome time. 


-Our Author thinks, 1; ould ſeems a wery odd Rueſtion for any 


to ask, touching the Laws that are made in any ſettled Monarchy 


for the Defence of the King's Perſon, Crown, and Dignity, who « 
meant by the King in thoſe Laws ? the lawful and rightful King of that 
Realm, or any one that gets into the Poſſeſſion of the Throne, tho he be 
not a rightful King, but a Uſurper ? 

Now this ſeems to me no vdd Queſtion at all ; for when the 
Law only mentions the King, and the Law-makers certainly knew 
that Kings wichout a legal Right do often aſcend the Throne; if 
they had intended co except all ſuch Ulſurpers, they ſhould have 
{aid ſo: for a King de fa&o, as the Ch. Juſt. aſſerts, is Seignior le 
Roy, 'or King ; and there-1s no other King but he : for King ſig- 
nifies that Perſon who has the Supreme Government in the Na- 
tion; A King de faFo 1s he who acually has the Government ; 
that 15, who is actually King; a King de jure, as oppoled to a 
King de fa&o, is he who of Right ſhould have the Government, 
but has 1t not; that is, who of Right ſhould be King, but is not: 


- and the Statute of Treaſon tells us what 'is Treaſon againſt him 


who is King, not againſt him who fhould be, but is not-King. 
Bur he proves, this Statute can intend only a King de jure, be- 
cauſe it makes it Treaſon to kill the King's eldeſt Son, to vio- 
late the Queen, or the Prince's Wite, or the King's eldeſt Daugh- 
ter, all which, 1s to ſecure the Succefiion to the Crown, and 
therefore cannot concern an Uſurper, who has no Right him- 
felt, and therefore his Heirs have no Right to Succeflion ; and 
we cannot ſuppoſe that the Law ſhould take care to ſecure the 
Succeſlion to the Poſterity of an Ulſurper. 

But this is no Argument to me; for the Law looks upon the 
Crown as Hereditary, and the Change of the Perſon or Royal 
Family, does not make the Crown ceaſe to be Hereditary ; and 
therefore whoever has Poſleflion of the Crown, has an heredita- 
ry Crown, and leaves it to his Heirs, as"long as they can keep it; 
as is plain from the Example of the three Hemries, who ſucceed- 
ed each other. And this is Reaſon enough, why the Law ſhould 

| make 
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make no difference upon this Account between a King de faFo 
&- de jure. 

Bik, my Lord Ch. Fuſt. Coke does not found by Gloff upon the fun- 
damental Conſtitution of the Realm, tho methinks he ſhould have 
underſtood it as well as our Author. But what is this fundamen- 
tal Conſtitution ? Why, The Regal Authority, and the Allegiance of 
the Subjetts, is a propriated to the lawful and rightful Ring. But 
where does he find this fundamental Conſtitution? The funda- 
mental Conſtitution, I take to be an hereditary Monarchy; not 
that the Monarchy ſhould continue always in fach a Family ; 
for that may fail, or may be changed by Conqueſts or Uſarpati- 
ons, as has often been, and the Conſtitution continue. The 
moſt that can be ſaid 15, that when any particular Family, by the 
Providence of God, and the Conſent and Submiſfion of the Peo- 
ple, is placed in the Throne, of Righe che Crown ought to de- 
{cend to the Heir of that Family : but ſuppoſe it does not, m 
we pay Allegiance tono other Perſon,tho poflefſed of the Throne? 
Let him ſhew me that fundamental Conſtitution, for a meer He- 
reditary Monarchy does not prove it; and according to the Judg- 
ment of the beſt Lawyers, the Laws of the Land require the con- 
trary, that we muſt pay our Allegiance to him who 1s actually 
King, not to him who ought to have been King, but is not. 
And to think to confute this by pretending the fundamental 
Conſtitution of an Hereditary Monarchy, 1 to take that for 
granted which ought to have been pope. 

The Queſtion is not, Whether the Monarchy be Hereditary, 
that is agreed; but whether in an Hereditary Monarchy we muſt 
pay Allegiance to no Prince who 1s not the legal Heir, tho poſ- 
ſe{ſed of the Throne ; This the Lawyers deny, and produce Law 
for it, and if there be ſuch Laws, itis certain by Law we may pay 
Allegiance to a King 1n Poſſeflion, notwithſtanding the funda- 
mental Conſtitution of an Hereditary Monarchy ; for the Law, 
which makes one, allows and commands the other; and than it 
is an Hereditary Monarchy with this reſerve ; of paying Allegi- 
ance to the King in Poſſeflion, when the legal Heir cannot ob- 
tain his right. ; 

| And this I take to be a very wiſe Conſtitution, which ſecures 

the King's Right, as far as Law can doit; butif the King ſhould 

be deprived of his Right (which the Experience of all Ages 

proves he may be.) does not think fit, that the Governmene 
_ 


ſhould 
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ſhould fink with him, and therefore makes proviſion for the fecu- 
rity of the Government and of Subjes under the Regnanc 
Prince, which the Reaſons and: Neceſlicties of Government re- 
quire andjuſtifie, though there had been no Law for it. 

3- He ſays, my Lord Coke's Gloſs is contrary ts the conſtant Pra- 
Fice and Cuſtom of the Realm. For if Treaſon by the Cuſtom and: Pra- 
Fice of the Realm lay only againſt a King in Poſſeſſion of the Crown 
and Kingdom, then ; 

it. Thoſe only would be attainted by our Kings and Parliaments, who 
«Fed againft a King in Poſſeſſion. 

2. And then certainly a King in Poſſeſſion himſelf, cannot be guilty 


| #f Treaſon for what he does woile in Poſſeſſion againlt a King out of Poſ- 


ſeſſimm. And yet when a King de jure has regained his Throne, 
the King de fa&#o and his Adherents have been actainted by Par- 
lament for Ulurping the Throne, and oppoſing the right of 
the King de jure. | | 

In anſwer to this, T obſerve, 1. That this does not prove that 
any one Ad which is Treaſon againſt a King de j#re,1s not Trea- 
ſon when commirted againſta King defaio ; now that is enough 
to prove, that Allegiance 15 by Law due to a King de fads, if 
Treaſon may bes committed againſt him : for no Treaſon can 
be commuted, where no Allegiance is due. 

This 1s confeſſed, that all ſuch Ads, as are Treaſon againſt 
a King de jure, are Treaſon when com mitted againſt a King 
de fafto, but not, ſay they, becauſe Allegiance 1s due to him, but 
becauſe they are againſt the Order of Government, and there- 
fore are Treaſon by the preſumed conſent of the King de jure, 
I anſwer, 

' That ſuch Ads are againſt the Order of Government, and 
very deſtructive to ir, 1s the only Reaſon why they are made 
Treaſon by Law ; and this is as good a Reaſon why the Law 
ſhould make them Treaſori againit a King de faFo, as againſt a 
King de jure; for they are equally againſt the Order of Go- 
vernment, and deſtructive to it, whoever be King ; and that is 
the only Reaſon why they are made Treaſon at all. 

The preſumed Conſent of the King de jure is a very pretty no. 
tion, and ſerves a great many good turns; it makes Laws, 
and it makes Treaſon, and gives Authority to the inauthoricative 
Ads of a King de fato: that 15to lay (or they lay nothing ) that 
the preſumed Conſent of a King de jure, inveſts the King de fa&o 

WIR 


due to Sovereign Powers, &e. 


with his Authority ; for if he have no Authority of his own, un- 
leſs the preſumed Conſent of the King de jure give him Anthort- 
ty, ir cannot make any treaſonable At done againſt him to be 
Treaſon ; for it cannot alter the nature of things, nor makes me 
guilty of Treaſon againſt any Perſon, to whom I owe no Duty 
and Allegiance. And if the preſumed Conſent of -the King de 
jure inveſts the King de fa&o with his Authority, it muſt transfer 
the Allegiance of Subjects too; and then Subjects are as afe in 
Conſcience, as if the King de jure were on the Throne ; for it 
ſeems there 15 his Authority and Conſent, though not his Perſon. 
Buc this is all meer trifling ; the King de fa#o has Authority, or 
none of his Acts of Government can have any ; for that which is 
done by a Perſon, who has no Authority can have none: whence 
then has he this Authority, fince he has' no legal Right to the 
Throne? ' Not from therpreſumed Conſent of the King de jure, 
which is great non-ſenfe to ſuppoſe, but from the Poſl:tion of 
the Throne, to which the Law it ſelf, as well as the Principles of 
Reaſon and Religion, have annexed the Authority of Government. 
2. As for the Attainders of Kings de fa&#o and their Adherents 
in Parliament, that does not prove that Subjes cannot be guilty 
of Treaſon againſt a King in Poſſeflion, *nor that the Statute of 
Treaſon does not relate to a King in Poſſeffion : for the Statute of 
Treaſon does not relate to the diſputes of Princes,but to the Order 
of Government and therefore may relate toa King in Poſkflion; 
theugh the King himſelf, if he be an Uſurper, when ever the 
rightful King: regains the Poſſeflien of his Throne; if he were a 
Subjeet before, may be attainted of Treaſon for his Uſurpation. 
And theſe things are as conſiſtent, as itis totake care of the Go» 
vernment, when ſuch Revolutions happen, and yet to diſcourage 
all illegal Ulurpations. we 
And yet the truth 15, there is no Argument to- be drawn from 
this; for whenever there is a Competition for the Crown, there is 
no doubt but he- that prevails, be he King de-fa&#o or de jure, will 
attaint his Rival and all his Adherents : Thus it was between 
Edward IV. and Henry VI. between Richard III. arti Her. VIL 
who attainted one another ; and this is no proof; -whatthe Law 
of the Land 1s, but it proves, that Parliaments have always fa- 
vored the King in Poſleflion. 'þ Si 20 LIBY 
3. He argues, that if Treaſon lay only againſt the King iti Poſſe! 
on, whether ae jure or no, the Subjetts muſt look upon themſelves tis 
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obliged upen pain of High-Treaſon not to admit of any claim of the 
King de jure — and yet Richard Duke of York, put in bis claim to 
the Crown in the Parliament 39 H.6.and it was received andiallow- 
ed by them. | 

But I would fain know what kind of Treaſon this is for a Par- 
liament, to whom, or to none upon Earth, appeals i ſuch Caſes 
can be made, toreceive a Claimto the Crown ? a little improve- 
ment of the Argument would make ic High-Treafon, for any of 
the Courts of Weſtminſter. Hall to receive a Complaint, and try 
and judge a Cauſe againſt the King. ; 

If he had ſaid, that the Law had allowed Subjeas to fight for 
the King de jure againſt the King in Poſſeflion, this had proved 
his Point, that Treaſon does not lie only againſt a King in Poſ- 
ſeflion ; but there is no ſuch Law as this to be found : It is Trea- 
ſon to fight againſt the King, and that,*fays my Lord Coke, isthe 
Kingin Poſſeflion, without making any reſerve for the defence 
ar re-eſtabliſhment of the King de jure, when out of Pofſeflion: 
For it ſeems the Wiſdom. of the Nation has not yet thought fit to 
make a Law to juſtifie Civil Wars when ſuch a Revolution hap- 
pens, with an orderly and national Submiflion. 

An appeal to Parliament is a proper way to declare to whom of 
right the Crown belongs, when there is a Competition ; but 
though ſuch Ulurpations very often occaſion Civil Wars, yet the 
neceflity of Government requires, that the Law ſhould always be 
on the {ide of the King in Poſſeflion, and then it can never juſti- 
fie atty Man in fighting againit him. | 

4 His next Argument 1s, that if Treaſon lay only againſt a King 
in Poſſeſſion, then the Law in other regards would look upon the King 
in Poſſeſſion, as baving the dignity and honor of a King, whereas he 
obſerves 1. That the Law, where it conſiders them as Uſurpers, does 
bardly wouchſafe that the name of King ; for in the Statute 1 Ed, TV. 
Henry IV. is called Henry Earl of Derby, and the Henries arecall'd 


pretenſed Kings, and Kings indeed, and not of right : But he has an- 


ſwered this himſelf, that our Law allows them the name of Kings, 


. with regarSyo their having the Execution of the Kingly Office ; that 


15, our Laws do not allow thoſe to be legal Kings who have no 
legal Title, but yer allow them-to be Kings as exerciing the Re- 
gal Power, and what would he have more unleſs our Laws ſhould 
ſpeak non-ſenſe? And yet he ſhould remember that Ed. IV. 
after this had as hard words from H. VI. Parliament as the Hewries 
had from Edward the Fourth's. _ 

| 2. He 


dit to» Swverdian Powers, &c. 61 
2. He obſerves, that the! Law does nor look upon the As of Go" 
| wernment done by a King in Poſſeſſion, if an Uſarper, as valid and. aur 
| thoritative in themſelves, becauſe they have been confirmed by 
| Subſequent Kings ; and yet he hinifelf confeſs, that they had Þ. r4; 
not been invalid without ſuch a Confrrmation, but »ot upon ac- 
countof any Authority in theſe Rings but upon account of the neceſſity of 
| ; Government, and the preſumed Conſent of the Kings de jure excluded 
from their right. But if theſe Kings have no Authority, I know 
not how their As ſhould be authoritative ; he ought to have 
ſaijd,thatthe neceffity of Government gives Authority to ſuchKings 
and their Ads without a legal Title, and that had been Senſe; 
but this and the preſumed Conſent has been conſidered already. 
Bur he has made an untoward Obje&ion againſt this himſelf, 
that the At of Parliament made by Hen 1V,V,V1,were not confirmed 
by the Parliament 1 Ed. IV. and yet are $go00d Laws fhill; and his 
anſwer to it is very lame, that ſome of their Ads of Parliament 
are confirmed there, viz. An A# for Fonnding any Abbies or Religi- 
ous Houſes, &c. but this ſeems to be abundans cautela; for the 
ſame Reaſon, chart the Univerſines and other Rehgious Founda- 
tions renew their Charters in ſeveral Princes Reigns, though con- 
firmed by Ac of Parliament 5 which does not ſuppoſe, that they 
thought their former Charters invalid, but for their preater ſecu- 
rity deſire the Confirmation of the preſent Powers : but when all 
publick A&s made by Parliaments called by wy de fafo are 
receiv'd and own'd for good Laws without any new Confirmation, 
that 1s proof enough, that they thought)the cpooghy ſufficient, 
whereby they were made, though the King had nat a legal Right. 
Burt yet let me add, that had it been the conſtant and univerſal 
PraRice for the Kings de jure,when they return'd to their Crowns, 
to confirm all the judicial As, Grants, Statutes, &ec. of the Kings . 
de fa#o, this had been evidence enough, that the Neceflicies of 
Government require, that all the Atts of Kings de fa&o ſhould 
be valid; forthat is the ohly Reaſon why they are confirmed by-p. 1s. 
2 legal Authority ; becauſe it is neceſſary t uld be valid, and 
yet convenient for the diſcouragement of ſuch Ulurparions, that 
they ſhould not be thought valid, without a legal Confirmation, 
bc what the neceflity of Government makes yalid, is valid in it 
ſvlf without any -new- Confirmation; though the Reaſons of 
State may make fuch a'Conhimation ufeftl.: En 
The next thing he-qhdertakss to ater is Bapyor's Caſe; con- 
cerning the validity of his Patent of Naturalization granted ” 
Hen. VI. 
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Hen. VI. who was.only King de fa#o; though it were not con- 


' firmed by the Stacute 1 Ed. IV. This he branches out into ſeveral 


Particulars, and ſays a. great deal about it, but nothing new.; He 
always takes Sanctuary in his 'old Salvoes of the neceſlity of the 
Government and the preſumed Conſent of the. King de jwre, 
which have been ſufficiently conſidered already. 

All that I ſhall conclude from this caſe (which I muſt take 
as he has repreſented it) is this; that the neceſlity of  Govern- 
ment (for both the Judges and Council underſtood things better 
than to urge the preſumed conſent of the King de jure,) gives Au- 
thority to all thoſe Ads of a King de fa&#o, which are for the 
Adminiſtration of Juſtice, and belong to Sovereign Powers ; 
and then by the ſame reaſon, they muſt juſtifie Subjects in pay- 
ing Allegiance to ſuch Kings ; for this is neceſſary ro Govern- 
ment. Our Author wall allow this in all caſes, which are not 
againſt the Intereſt of the diſpoſleſſed Prince ; but this 1s to al- 
low nothing, for the very Poſſeſſion of the Throne, and every 
Ac of Authority the King de fa&o does, 1s againſt the Intereſt 
of the King de jure : But he ſeems all along to miſtake Gifts and 
Grants, to the Diminution of the Crown (which they would ' not 
allow to ſtand good, when the. King de jure returned) tor all 
Ads againſt the Perſonal Right and Intereſt of the King de 
jure ; But the Diminution of the Crown, and the Right of the Per- 
ſon, are very different things, as he will eaſily ſee, when he con- 
fiders 1t again, 

As for the Statute 11, H. 75. which indemnifies Subjets in 
Fighting for the King in poſſeſlion ; he diſputes very largely 
about ir, but I can at preſent make only ſome ſhort Remarks on 
what he ſays. | 

1. He obſerves, that it 1s only ſaid in the Preamble, mort ena- 
Fed in the Body of the Statute, that the Subjefts ſhall be obliged to 
pay Allegiance to the King for the time being ; but whether a Pre- 
amble be Law or no, 1t is .an Authoritative Declaration of the 
Law, and that 1s a ſufficient rule for Subjects ; and if 25. E9, 3. 
concerns Kings in Poſſeflion, it 1s enacted there. 

2. He will not allow this Preamble to be 4 dire and poſitive De- 
claration of the Law ; becauſe the King only ſays, that be calls to 
remembrance his Subjes duty of Allegiance, &c. But if the King 
and Parliament declare, that they remember, this is the duty of 
Allegiance, does not that declare their Opinion, that it is a duty 

as 


due to Sovereigu Powers, &c. '. * OÞd 
as effeually :as can be done in atiy: other. form of -words'; nay 
ſomewhat more, for what they remember, they declare was ſo 
before, and not made ſo now, merely. by their Declaration; and 
| what the Parliament ſuppoles and takes for granted, it more ef- 
fetually declares. X 
z3dly. He ſays, what is laid down in the- Preamble, is expreſly Pag. 28. 
falſe ———- that it 1s not reaſonable, but againſt all Laws, Reaſon, 
1 and good Conſcience, that the Subjects gomg with their Sovereig 
Lord to Wars, any thing ſhould loſe or forfeit for doing this their true 
Duty and Service of Allegiance ; Now if this be falſe, 1 know not 
what can be true; is the contrary to it true ? that it is agreeable 
to Law, Reaſon, and good Conſcience, that Subje&s ſhould loſe or 
fto-teit any thing for Fighting for their King ? But tha is meant 
| of Fighting for an Uſurper againſt their lawful King. And yet 
here 1s. not one word of Uſurper, or Lawful King, but our Sove- 
| reign Lord, whom the Law requires us to own for our Sovereign z 
and it 15 againſt Law, Reaſon, and good Conſcience, that Sub- 
jects ſhould ſuffer for Fighting for any Prince, whatever his Tule 
be, whom the Law owns for Sovereign at that time: Thar Kings 
' and Parliaments as he urges, have attainted Subjes upon ſuch 
accounts, does not-prove, that it was not againſt Law and Rea- 
ſon and good Conſcience to do ſo; and it ſeems H. 7. whe 
had done this himſelf, was now convinced of 1t, and took care 
to provide it ſho::Id be ſo no more: I am ſire my Lord Bacon 
ſays this Law was rather juft than legal; and therefore owned the 
ns 2 299 good Conſcience of it, though he demurred about 
the legality. 

w_ oe Author will be ſo liberal, as to grant, that all this Pag. 2g, 
were the Body of the Statute and a dire& Law; then 1t is plain, 
that Subjects. might by Law Fight for the King in Polſeflion, 
and their Allegiarice would oblige them to it. No, he ſays, x 
will remain to be conſidered, whether the Statute can be looked upon 
as valid and obligatory ; and he thinks 1t is not. | 

I. Becauſe it was made by an Uſurper, and by an Ulurpers Par- 
l':ament. 'This 5 a bold ſtroke to call Her. VIL an Ulurper, 
who had ſo many Titles, and no Title ſer up againſt him; and 
to queſtion the Authority of a Parliament, called by the Writ 
of a King in PotſeJion; and to deny the validity of Acts of 
Parliament made by Ulſurpers, when our Statute Books are full. 

. of them, and they are owned good and valid Law:. R 
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So that T will not diſpute with him, whether ſubſe lawful 
Kings gave their conſent to this Law or not, it 15 ſufficient, they 
have not repealed it ; but what he urges, that it has been in ef- 
fe declared null and woid, T doubt will not paſs among our Law- 
yers to be equivalent to a repeal ; for I never yet heard, that an 
Act of Parliament could be repealed by conſequence; bur let us 
hear, how ſubſequent Kings and Parliaments have in effe& declar- 
ed it null and void; and he has thought of two ways for this. 

1+ By their proceeding expreſly contrary to the letter of this 
Law ; viz. in the Attainder of the Duke of Northumberland in 
Queen Mary's time, who was ſent with an Army againſt 2. Mary 
by order of Council and a Warrant under the Great Seal in behalf of 
Luten Jane. | 

2. Their laying a contrary obligation on the Conſciences of Subjetts ; 
which he proves by the Acts concerning the Succeſſion made by 
Hen. VII. and the Oath of Allegiance. Now I am apt to think 
he is miſtakan in this matter, becaule after all this was done, my 
Lord Coke, and other great Judges and Lawyers, have taken this 
for a very good Law, and therefore did not think, that it was 
in effe& declared null and void. As for the condemnation of 
the Duke of Northumberland, it was either reconcileable with this 
Law, or it was not; if 1t were, I ſuppoſe it did not iz effe& de- 


' clare it null and woid; if ut were not, it was a Sentence againſt 


Law ; and I never heard, that an Illegal Sentence did either Re- 
peal a Law, or declare it void. As for the Adts of - Succeflion 
made by Her. VIII. and the Oath of Allegiance, tho ſome Men, 
if they pleaſe, may expound them {ſo as to contradict the Statute 
of 11 Hen. VII. yet they being ſubſequent Laws, made without re- 
pealing that former Statute, it ſeems moſt reaſonable to me, that 
their Senſe and Interpretation ſhould be limited by that former 
unrepealed Statute ; tor if thoſe Kings and Parliaments had 1in- 
tended to lay any obligation upon Subjects, contrary to any thing 
enacted by that Law, they would have repealed it; for a former 
and unrepealed Law muſt limit the Interpretation of ſubſequent 
Laws, unleſs we will allow the Laws to contradict each other. 
This is all in our Author, that ſtrictly concerns Law; for in 
what follows he proceeds to diſpute againſt the Law, from Prin- 
Ciples of Reaſon and Religion, and to prove, that it 4s to be look- 
ed upon in it ſelf null and woid in reſpet} of the matter of it, tho it 


were granted, that this Statute was made by a Legal Authority, and 


bas 
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has flood ever ſmee unrepealed.. Now this is what I at firſt ſuſpe- 
Red, that they would not ſtand to the determination of the Law 
in this matter, and then why do they trouble themſeives and 
the World about Law , if nothing ſhall paſs for a good Law, 
which they don't like ? 

IF our Author carefully conſider what I have already diſcour- 
ſed, I hope he will find a fatisfaory anſwer to all his follow- 
ing obje&tions ; or at leaſt ſuch Principles, as will enable a Man 
of a great deal leſs skill than he has to anſwer them all. 

But tho I am in great haſt to conclude, I ſhall ſtop a little to 
examine the ewo Reaſons he gives to prove that Statute 11. 
Hen. VII. which indemnifies Subje&s for Fighting for a King in 
Poſleflion-to be a void Law with reſpe& to the Matter, though 
the: Authority that made it be allowed good, viz. For it either di- 
veſts the Lawful King of his Right to the Crown, and gives it to 
the Ufurper, or it fill reſerves his Right to bim, but yet notwith- 
ſtanding, orders the Subjeits to obey and ſtand by the King im Poſſeſ- 
{ion : Now a very ſhort ari{wer will ſerve for this. For, 

I- The Law does not deny his Legal Right to the Crown, 
but yet may reaſonably deny him to be King, when: he is out of 
Pofleflion. For a King is he, who actuaity adminiſters the Go- 
vernment with a Regal Authority ; not he, wn has right to do 
:t, but is kept from ns Right, ſuch a Prince may retain the Ti- 
tle of King, but he has nothing elte. 

2. When ſuch a Caſe happens, it is not ſo unjuſt or unreaſon- 
able, as to make it a void Law, to order Subjefs to obey and ſtand 
by the King in Poſſefiion : For the King has no Right but by Law, 
and then the Law may determine how far his Right ſhall ex- 
tend; and if the King himſelf by the advice, conlent, and au- 
thority of the Eſtates oft the Realm. (conſidering how often ſuch 
caſes happen, that a Prince who has no legal Ri#ht gets Poſle(- 
{ton of che Throne, and whar defolations the diſputes of Princes 
occaſion, and how 1mpoflible it is for SubjeRs to avoid Fighting 
for the King in Poſlefſion ſhould think fit, for the ſecurity of 
the Government and Publick Peace, to bind the Allegiance of 
SubjeRs to the Potleflion of the Throne, what iniquity 15s there 
in this Law 2 why may not a legal Right be bounded and limi- 
ted by Laws 2 Why may not the Supreme Authority of the Na- 
tion make the beſt Provition they can to preſerve the Govern- 
meat, :to fecure the Laves and Fortunes, and to eaſe the Con- 
.._ -  1ciences 
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ſciences of Subjects, in ſuch revolutions as no Right and np 
Laws can prevent ? Since humane. Governments will not always 
proceed in regular Methods, proviſional Laws, which are exce- 
ptions from the Conſtitution, but neceſſary in ſuch junures, 
ſeem to me to be highly reaſonable. 

Thus I have fairly repreſented what my thoughts are about 
this matter, and have taken all due care, neither to impoſe upon 
my ſelf nor others by ſome jxttle failacies, nor to provoke any 
fort of Men with hard words : If what I have ſaid, do not make 
other Men of my mind; yet I hope it may fatisfie them, that I 
have ſomething to ſay for my ſelf, and that ir 1s poflible, I may 
be an honeſt Man ftill, tho they may think me miſtaken. 
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